The housing progress of young cohorts by Myers, Dowell
THE HOUSING PROGRESS OF YOUNG COHORTS
by
DOWELL MYERS
B..A., Columbia University
(1972)
M.C.P., University of California, Berkeley
(1975)
SUBMITTED IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT
OF THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE
DEGREE OF
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY
at the
MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY
September 1980
O Dowell Myers 1980
Signature of Author
Department of *ban Studies and Planning
September 2, 1980
Certified by
lW.-Bernar6/l. "Frieden, 'hesis Supervisor
Accepted by
Karen R. Polenske, CHairman, Department Committee
ARCHIVES
MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE
OF TECHNOLOGY
F)FC ~~ j 1
i IBIRAIRES
2
3THE HOUSING PROGRESS OF YOUNG COHORTS
by
Dowell Myers
Submitted to the Department of Urban Studies
and Planning on September 1, 1980 in partial fulfillment
of the requirements for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy
in Urban Studies and Planning
ABSTRACT
This study presents both a normative and an empirical investigation
of the housing conditions of adults aged 18-39. The study begins with
a review of the evolution of normative theories about housing needs and
housing progress. Consistent with the emerging normative beliefs about
aggregate housing conditions, a new viewpoint is advanced that emphasiz-
es the aggregate longitudinal experience of individuals in their housing
careers. It is proposed that individuals' housing experiences can be
aggregated through the measurement of birth cohorts' housing conditions
over time. The quality of housing experience is normatively defined
as the type of housing that young adults seek to acquire. Analysis of
consumers' housing preferences shows that most young adults share the
goal of attaining single-family homeownership. Thus housing progress
can be measured by the life progress of cohorts toward the collectively
defined goal of homeownership.
One major empirical finding is that recent cohorts have advanced
into single-family homeownership more slowly than the 1937-38 birth
cohort while they are in their twenties, but as recent cohorts pass age
30 they achieve ever-higher ownership levels that exceed their prede-
cessors'. A second major finding is that cohorts have been able to re-
cover from their initial shortfall of housing attainment by making fam-
ily adjustments during their twenties. Among married couples in cohorts
that have recently reached ages 26-31, a distinct advantage in home-
buying has developed for those who have delayed childbearing. For the
first time a pattern has emerged where the chances of single-family
ownership attainment are greater for couples with very young children
instead of school-age children.
Evaluating the concept and record of lifetime housing progress, the
argument is advanced that there is a need to manage cohorts' rate of
housing progress. The large baby boom cohorts' struggle to achieve the
same per capita progress as their predecessors' is leading to great in-
creases in aggregate demand for single-family homeownership. The in-
creased competition among young cohorts is urging further family and
4economic adjustments at the same time that the increasing demand is mak-
ing single-family homeownership such a good investment for older cohorts.
It is publicly beneficial for young cohorts to slow their initial rate
of housing progress because this helps to cushion the market impact of
their greater size. At the same time, subsidies should be targeted
toward middle-aged persons to ensure that diminishment of the rate of
progress does not lead to a lower ultimate level of lifetime housing
achievement.
Thesis Supervisor: Bernard J. Frieden
Title: Professor of Urban Studies
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION
The housing conditions of the nation's young families have re-
emerged in the late 1970s as a subject of widespread concern. Two
studies published in 1977 proclaimed that the chances for acquiring
homeownership were slipping away from the average American family's
grasp (U.S. Congressional' Budget Office, 1977; Frieden et al., 1977).
The public release of these two reports generated a remarkable, sustained
barrage of media reports proclaiming "the death of the American dream. "
The exaggerated media portrayal of the reports' conclusions both reflec-
ted and contributed to a rising concern for protecting the quality of
middle-class American life.2 Despite the protests of other researchers
that homeownership was becoming more prevalent rather than declining
(cf. Weicher, 1977, 1978; Follain and Struyk, 1979), the issue of ensur-
ing access to homeownership for young families has been pushed into a
prominent position on the national housing policy agenda. 3
Alarm expressed over the "crisis of affordability" underscores the
crucial role that homeownership plays in most families' struggle for
good housing and a decent standard of living. The widespread belief is
that homeownership is part of "the American dream." This view has been
expressed not only by media reports cited above, but also by average
American citizens4 and by federal officials and political leaders. For
example, Senate committee hearings on the proposed "Young Families Hous-
ing Act of 1977" elicited several statements emphasizing the importance
of homeownership in "the American dream."5
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The major thrust of the proposals to ensure access to homeownership
has focused on making homeownership more affordable to first-time home-
buyers. The two primary mechanisms proposed for this have been innova-
tive mortgage plans that reduce the monthly payments required in the
initial years and special tax credits on savings accounts reserved for
future homeownership downpayments.6
What has engendered controversy, however, is the fact that young
persons are continuing to buy homes at record rates despite the supposed-
ly high costs. For example, a Census Bureau study found that the owner-
ship rate of married couples where the husband is under age 35 grew
from 49.5 percent to 57.0 percent between 1970 and 1976 (U.S. Bureau
of the Census, 1977c:5-6).
The paradox of increasing ownership in the face of increasing costs
has been explained by most analysts in a similar fashion. The goal of
homeownership has continued to be attractive because the strong upward
price trend ensures that ownership will provide a hedge against infla-
tion (Sternlieb and Hughes, 1979; Grebber and Mittelbach, 1979: Chapter
4). Over the long run the expected return on the ownership investment
offsets much of the current, high out-of-pocket costs of acquiring
homeownership (Follain and Struyk, 1979). Nevertheless, it is widely
agreed that first-time homebuyers face an increasingly high hurdle
to entering ownership because of rising downpayments and high initial
mortgage payments under a conventional mortgage contract in an inflation-
ary period (U.S. Congressional Budget Office, 1977; Follain et al., 1978).
19
Family Adjustments in the Pursuit of Homeownership
Several commentators have expressed concern that young adults are
making extreme adjustments in order to break into homeownership. For
example, Frieden (1977) has suggested that families are coping with high
costs by relying increasingly on multiple incomes, cutting back other
expenses, and buying homes that are in less desirable neighborhoods or
that need substantial work. The increasing employment of wives has
been singled out most often for special emphasis. Citing the falling
rate of real income growth in the 1970s relative to the 1960s, Roistacher
and Young (1979:229) suggest that as a result, "...women may now be
entering the labor force in an attempt to maintain desired or expected
levels of consumption, and in particular, to maintain desired housing
consumption."
Demographers have frequently pointed out that the two major social
changes involving rising female labor force participation and falling
fertility are closely linked together. Although it is difficult to
distinguish cause from effect in this matter, Oppenheimer (1976:449)
has offered a reasonable conclusion on the relationship between fertility
and employment trends: "Since younger wives' labor-force participation
and birth postponements are two highly compatible forms of behavior and
since, both singly and together, these two behaviors are rational re-
sponses to economic stress, I do not see any way of disentangling cause
from effect when economic motives are significant" (emphasis added).
Oppenheimer reaches a conclusion similar to that of Roistacher and
Young by asserting that married women not only are working more, but
they also are reducing fertility so that their families can achieve the
20
standard of living enjoyed by preceding young adults. Moreover, she
suggests that young women have been trapped in a vicious circle so that
"... [once] established, this compensatory pattern of increased wives'
labor-force participation and reduced fertility would seem to help per-
petuate itself among each new group reaching childbearing ages...."
(Oppenheimer, 1976:453).
Taken together, these arguments suggest that one of the major
adjustments young adults are making in their pursuit of homeownership
is to delay childbearing while continuing to work toward accumulating
sufficient assets for a homeownership downpayment. Moreover, with the
passage of the Equal Credit Opportunity Act in 1975, mortgage lenders
are prohibited from discounting wives' incomes for the purposes of
calculating families' maximum mortgage limits. The added purchasing
power unleashed by this act has been suggested by Grebler and Mittelbach
(1979:101-4) as one of the most important factors contributing to es-
calating house prices between 1975 and 1977. A potentially deeper
consequence of this act, however, is that married women are becoming
contractually bound to remain in employment if their families assume
the highest mortgage commitment permitted under the equal credit op-
portunity provisions. Whether continuous labor force participation
of wives has any consequences for completed family sizes depends on
working couples' ability to coordinate wives' childbearing and employ-
ment. In fact, a recent study has shown that when young women who have
been working give birth to their first child, they now typically leave
the labor force for only a few months (Mott, 1978).
What has developed today is a situation where young women' s current
21
behavior is leading them away from their expressed goals for family
faising. Masnick et al. (1978) and Masnick (1980) present strong evi-
dence that many of the respondents in surveys of fertility expectations
are deluding themselves. The lifestyle patterns that are established
during years of postponed fertility greatly increase the chances that
their expected fertility will be foregone. In effect, postponed fer-
tility and continued labor force participation lead to achievement of
housing goals at the same time as they increase the chances of impeding
goals for raising families.
The conflict of homeownership achievement and family raising is
difficult to measure empirically. More important, it is not clear that
this conflict presents a public problem, and even if it is judged to
be a problem there is not a clear, simple remedy. Nevertheless, a
vague sense of these issues has developed and concern is often expressed
whenever national housing policy is debated. For example, at Senate
connittee hearings on the issue of reaffirming the national housing goal
a representative of the U.S. League of Savings Associations offered the
following concluding recommendation:
Public housing policies should recognize that members
of the American home buying public are making major
social and economic adjustments which allow them to
realize the goals of homeownership. First-time home
buyers, a major national concern, are buying homes in
large numbers despite today' s price structure. They
are doing so by relying on secondary incomes, having
smaller families, and purchasing far less costly
existing units. Public policy should recognize these
social and demographic changes in the establishment
of housing programs and goals. (Thygerson, 1978:302;
emphasis added)
The plaintive nature of this concern is underscored by the fact that
22
proponents have offered no specific recommendations for how housing
programs and goals "should recognize" the ongoing family adjustments.
Focus of the Study
This study does not begin with the assumption that there is an
inherent conflict between pursuit of housing and family goals. Nor does
the research assume that homeownership is the housing standard that
public policy should guarantee for young families. Instead, I intend
to critically evaluate these issues by applying a new conceptual model
that has not yet been employed in housing analysis or in other public
policy research. This "cohort-life course" model emphasizes the lifetime
experience of groups of people. Application of this model to housing
and family data enables us to measure the aggregate progress of individ-
uals toward their housing goals, and we can learn how this housing
progress is related to simultaneous processes of family growth and
development. What housing goals are appropriate for this analysis will
be determined from analysis of a relatively new survey of housing
preferences. This survey shows that virtually all young adults prefer
to acquire single-family homeownership. Empirical chapters will measure
aggregate lifetime progress toward single-family homeownership and es-
timate its association with family development patterns.
Birth cohorts are employed as the primary social grouping in the
analysis. A cohort consists of all individuals who are born in the same
time interval and, hence, who share the same age throughout their lives.
For purposes of this analysis cohorts are defined on the basis of two-
year birth intervals, and their lifetime development is traced over the
23
young adult years between 18 and 39. Research has shown that the great
majority of family formation, employment career development, and housing
upgrading occurs within this age span (Winsborough, 1979; Pitkin and
Masnick, 1979). In particular, close examination of this age span is
appropriate for investigating the concerns cited above about the housing
and family conditions of young adults. Because families and households
can be formed, dissolved and reformed over time, we will analyze the
housing and family conditions of individuals who belong to different
birth cohorts.
More particularly, we will focus on the female half of-cohorts.
While in the past, most research in housing has focused on husbands
instead of wives, there are important advantages to tracing women over
time as they marry, divorce, and raise families. The first important
advantage is that many of the social changes which have occurred in the
present generation are registered most clearly in the behavior of
women. The prime examples of this are the decline in childbearing and
the rise in female labor force participation. A second major advantage
to focusing on females is that they exhibit a greater continuity of
family behavior than do males. For example, after divorce women are
more likely to continue living with their children, as approximately
90 percent of all single-parent families are female-headed, and these
mothers are also more likely to remain in the couples' previous homes.7
Despite these advantages of focusing on the female cohorts, men and
women live together so often and share the same housing goals so closely
(see Chapter 3) that the lifetime housing and family experiences of
women closely represent those for men as well.
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The major contribution of this study is to argue for the usefulness
of a new conception of housing progress. Most discussions of progress
address improvements for the nation as a whole or for subgroups defined
by income or race. The weakness of these conceptions of progress is
that they do not directly represent the progress experienced by individ-
uals. The research presented here will show that the housing improve-
ments experienced by individuals (aggregated into cohorts) as they ad-
vance toward middle age are far greater than the relatively minor
changes for the nation as a whole. Measurement of the changes between
cohorts' lifetime progress will lead toward greater sensitivity concern-
ing policy issues of how much progress is enough and how much progress
is too much.
Overview of the Argument
Chapter 2 begins with a review of normative conceptions of housing
needs and housing progress. Four major conceptions of progress are
identified in the housing literature. The simplest conception defines
progress as advancement toward meeting institutionally prescribed
housing goals. Other conceptions emphasize a more loosely defined
improvement of the quality of the housing stock or betterment of house-
holds' occupancy conditions. The fourth conception of progress empha-
sizes the relative degree to which disadvantaged population groups have
reached equality with the occupancy conditions enjoyed by more advan-
taged groups.
The second half of Chapter 2 turns to an analysis of the recent
evolution in the normative theory of aggregate housing needs. Since the
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late 1960s a clear transition has occurred from an exclusive preoccupa-
tion with requirements for additional housing stock to a broader con-
ception that emphasizes the experience of housing deprivation. While
some dimensions of this experience, such as financial burden and over-
crowding, are firmly understood, an increasing number emphasize relative
or temporal factors that are difficult both to measure or remedy. The
single innovation of the late 1970s that has gained perhaps the most
widespread support is the proposal of a homeownership affordability
problem. Even this has proven extremely difficult to measure with
short-term economic variables.
A new lifetime conception of housing progress is proposed in the
conclusion to Chapter 2 as one means for articulating the normative
concerns underlying the new conceptions of housing needs. The lifetime
definition of progress shares certain features of the other definitions,
but it emphasizes the aggregate experience of individuals over time in
striving toward their shared personal goals of housing quality.
Chapter 3 then takes up the issue of selecting housing quality
standards for measuring lifetime housing progress. The traditional
indicators and standards concerning structural condition and overcrowding
are judged to be too narrow for two reasons: first, the incidence of
deprivation that they measure has dwindled to an extremely low level,
and second, analysis of consumer behavior suggests that the conditions
defined as poor quality are not often viewed by households as important,
undesirable life conditions. The evidence suggests instead that house-
holds are most concerned about reducing their financial burden. One
serious drawback to this indicator of deprivation, however, is posed by
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the ambiguity that financial burden can be reduced either by increasing
income or by moving to a lower rent dwelling (that is also likely to be
of lower market desirability). The other drawback to the indicator
is that it is difficult to measure changes in financial burden over time
as households shift from renting to owning. A household that experienced
little difficulty making rent payments might be hard-pressed by home-
ownership, and yet a large portion of the ownership costs will also be
retrievable as capital gains when the home is sold at a later point in
time. As a consequence, financial burden measures are not suitable for
tracking individuals' housing progress over time.
Having discounted the servicability of traditional indicators of
housing quality that are used in studies of housing needs, the second
half of Chapter 3 turns to an analysis of consumer preferences for dif-
ferent types of housing. The conclusion that is reached is that the
overwhelming preference of young adults is for single-family homeown-
ership. Further analysis of individuals' residential histories leads to
a proposed life progress model of housing quality. The data support the
view that the experience of housing quality at the aggregate level is
reflected by the rate at which individuals are moving toward their
common goal of single-family homeownership. Although it cannot be
tested, the working hypothesis for the remainder of the thesis is that
a generation that falls behind the rate of housing progress established
by its predecessors will perceive a decline in its housing quality.
The guiding theory for the dissertation is presented in Chapter 4.
We begin by demonstrating that cohort aggregates provide a more accurate
representation of individuals' experience over a time interval than does
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the total population. As a striking example of this principle, data
from the 1930s are presented to show that the likelihood of homeowner-
ship increased for every individual between 1930 and 1940 (as both
cohorts and individuals grew 10 years older) even though the total
ownership rate of the nation declined during this depression decade.
The second point of the chapter is to show how the cohort-life course
approach enables us to model aggregate housing and family careers over
time. Emphasis is placed on the age-time shape of the cumulative
transition to homeownership and on the relationship between the "tra-
jectory" into ownership and simultaneous family development behaviors.
The final section of the chapter is devoted to a discussion of the co-
hort perspective on social change. Cohorts are precisely defined gen-
erations that can be used to measure the rate of social change. Change
between the lifetime careers of cohorts amounts to societal change.
Moreover, there are certain unique patterns to the way cohorts partici-
pate in this change. The impact that one cohort's progress has on
another's will be emphasized in the later evaluation of lifetime housing
progress.
Chapter 5 addresses the empirical problem of how to estimate cohort
family and housing careers with existing data. The essential problem
is one of estimating the detailed age-time shape of multi-dimensional
statuses with only a few observations widely spaced in time. A con-
structed cohort method is proposed and tested against a series of annual
observations. The constructed method is found to be much more accurate
than alternative methods.
The constructed cohort method is used in Chapter 6 to estimate
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aggregate housing and family careers for 6 two-year cohorts born between
1925-26 and 1951-52. Separate trajectories are presented for several
housing and family dimensions. Then overlapping statuses are estimated
by calculating the person years of experience that are spent in two or
three statuses simultaneously. In general, the analysis shows much more
substantial changes between cohorts with regard to family behavior than
for homeownership attainment. Recent cohorts have been shifting into
family statuses that have traditionally had lower ownership rates. Yet
ownership in these statuses has risen sufficiently between cohorts to
counterbalance the large potential ownership decreases that might have
accompanied delayed family formation.
Despite this overall lifetime stability of ownership, there is in-
dication that the age-time shape of progress into homeownership is
altering for the cohorts born in the 1940s and 1950s. These cohorts are
lagging behind the ownership progress of the 1937-38 cohort during their
early twenties, but in the late twenties they are accelerating their
progress and exceeding the ownership level attained by the earlier
cohort. The later acceleration of progress is not due so much to
eventual family formation as it is to sharp increases in ownership rates
in all family statuses for recent cohorts relative to the 1937-38 cohort.
The changes in homeownership attainment are explored in greater
detail in Chapter 7 through a statistical contrast of cohorts of the
same age in 1960, 1970, and 1975. This analysis shows that ownership
is increasing most rapidly in family statuses where it has been lowest.
The major achievement of this chapter is to present strong, direct
evidence that married couples who delay parenthood have gained an
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advantage for homeownership attainment. Women between the ages of 26 and
31 in 1975 are found to have a significantly higher likelihood of home-
ownership if they have only very young children in the home than if
their oldest child has reached school age. This observation persists
even after controlling for differences in family income and wives' em-
ployment status, and it represents a statistically and substantively
significant reversal of the traditional pattern where couples in more
advanced family stages have had higher ownership rates.
The behavioral interpretation that is given this finding is that
couples with only young children have delayed parenthood relative to
couples the same age whose oldest children have now reached school age.
The implication is that the couples who have delayed parenthood have
used this childless time to accumulate the assets required for attaining
homeownership. This reversal in observed ownership advantage is likely
to be only temporary, because once the pre-school children of those who
delayed parenthood reach school age these families will establish an
even higher reference standard for young couples in subsequent cohorts.
It is likely we are witnessing this new adaptive strategy when its
chances for relative success are greatest.
The final substantive chapter presents an evaluation of lifetime
housing progress by cohorts. Chapter 8 begins with a review of the key
empirical findings and summarizes the theoretical framework within which
they take on meaning. In addition, this chapter places housing progress
in its housing market context and emphasizes the distinction between per
capita experience of progress and aggregate housing demand. The rapidly
increasing size of cohorts now entering adulthood (attributable to the
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postwar baby boom) poses a major challenge to the continuation of past
patterns of housing progress. If the current generation of young adults
follows the same per capita lifetime consumption path as earlier genera-
tions, demand for single-family homeownership will be increased enormous-
ly. The increased competition among young.cohorts is urging further
family and economic adjustments at the same time as the increasing demand
is making single-family homeownership such a good investment for slightly
older cohorts.
This evaluation then discusses a number of benefits and costs as-
sociated with housing progress. The conclusion is reached that the
lifetime progress of cohorts needs to be managed within certain limits.
It is possible for there to be too much, as well as too little, lifetime
housing progress.
Before specific policy proposals can be developed, however, it is
important to grasp a conception of the problem. The problem is not that
young families are being priced out of the homeownership market, but
rather that our society places too much importance on early attainment
of homeownership. I argue that it is beneficial for the young cohorts
in the baby boom generation to slow their initial rate of housing prog-
ress, because this helps to cushion the market impact of their greater
size. But this diminishment of the rate of progress should be prevented
from becoming a lower level of ultimate, lifetime housing achievement.
Public subsidies should be directed to middle-aged persons who have not
yet achieved their housing goals before they are provided to young per-
sons who are less advanced in their housing careers. Over time all
persons should be guaranteed the same housing subsidies, but we must
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recognize that it is not possible to aid all persons simultaneously. In
recognition of the fundamental importance of life progress, the proposals
expressed in this chapter seek a dynamic distribution of resources that
is just.
The concluding chapter offers some thoughts on the value of the life-
time perspective on housing progress. This perspective raises new ques-
tions for public policy that have been treated only indirectly in the
past. Whether or not single-family homeownership should be adopted as
a policy standard for public assessments of progress is uncertain;
however, the strong endorsement by the voting age population makes it
unlikely that other standards can be substituted.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER 1
1. Two examples of reports stressing this theme are an article entitled
"Dream of Home-Ownership Imperiled by Spiraling Costs" (The Washington
Post, 4 March 1977) and a national news magazine cover story, "Housing:
It's Outasight" (Time, 12 September 1977).
2. Sternlieb and Hughes (1979) assert that homeownership has provided
the primary shelter sought by "the scared American" whose "pyramiding
of fears" is based on the desire for protection from the declining Amer-
ican dollar. Montgomery and Marshall (1979) identify the central housing
problem of the 1980s as the severe, ongoing inflation. This threat to
the middle-class lifestyle has changed the politics of housing policy.
Among the specific changes that they cite are the increased priority
at all levels of government for cutting governmental expenditures and
the decline of the external constituency for low and moderate income
housing which existed in the late 1960s.
3. The prominence of this issue is evidenced by its emphasis in legis-
lative hearings before the Senate Conmittee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs. Major examples are the April 12, 1978 hearings on S.2855
(95th Congress), a bill to "Reaffirm and Restate the National Housing
Goal" and March 31, 1977 hearings on S.664 (95th Congress), a bill
entitled "The Young Families Housing Act of 1977."
4. A 1975 Roper poll asked respondents to identify items on a list that
they personally considered to be part of "the good life" in America.
The highest scoring item, chosen by 85 percent of the respondents, was
"A home you own" (cited by Struyk, 1977).
5. March 31, 1977 hearings on S.664 (95th Congress). See in particular
the introductory statement by Sen. Edward Brooke and the statement by
Donna Shalala, Assistant Secretary for Policy Development and Research
of the Department of Housing and Urban Development.
6. "The Young Families Housing Act" hearings, op. cit., describe.both
of these primary strategies, as they are included as the two major
sections of the proposed act.
7. These findings are reported by an ongoing project at the MIT-Harvard
Joint Center for Urban Studies, entitled "Housing Change After Marital
Disruption" (mimeographed report of preliminary findings, n.d.).
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Chapter 2
PROGRESS IN HOUSING: NORMATIVE VIEWS OF
AGGREGATE HOUSING IMPROVEMENT
The meaning of "housing progress" is not self-evident. This chapter
explores alternative definitions of progress in the evaluation of
housing conditions. The past decade has witnessed a fairly dramatic
evolution of thinking on the nature of housing needs and housing progress.
An early definition of housing needs in terms of additional required
housing units has been replaced by more qualitative definitions of needs
that emphasize conditions experienced by households. Congruent with this
change, more open-ended conceptions of progress have emerged to supple-
ment the simple preoccupation with progress toward a construction goal.
These changes are reviewed in this chapter in order to support a new
conception of progress that emphasizes the lifetime experience of housing
improvements by.individuals.
ALTERNATIVE CONCEPTIONS OF PROGRESS
Progress is widely understood to mean advancement. Webster's New
Collegiate Dictionary (1975) offers three basic definitions. The first
is an archaic and largely irrelevant definition meaning procession or
tour. The second and third definitions are: "2: a forward or onward
movement (as to an objective or to a goal) {synonym is] ADVANCE. 3:
a gradual betterment; esp: the progressive development of mankind"
(Webster, 1975: 920).
The latter two definitions capture succinctly the understandings
that most people likely would express regarding the meaning of "progress."
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One definition equates progress with movement towards a goal while the
other equates progress with a more open-ended and less specific improve-
ment of conditions. These two definitions certainly are not mutually
exclusive; in fact, it is probably sound to consider the goal-oriented
usage of "progress" as an effort to either measure or promote progress
in its more general sense, that of "betterment."
These two meanings of progress are reflected clearly in the policy
discussions related to housing goals and estimates of housing needs.
The most explicit usage of progress is with regard to meeting goals for
housing provision. For example, the Second Annual Report on National
Housing Goals is subtitled, "Progress Toward Meeting the National Housing
Goals" (U.S. President, 1970). Nowhere within this 148 page report (or
within any of the housing goals or housing needs reports) is the defin-
ition, measurement, or assumptions underlying progress discussed. In
fact, the word is scarcely used within the report. Evidently the mean-
ing of progress in the goals reports is assumed to be simply the degree
of success in achieving previously established goals for housing provision.
The "betterment" usage of progress is more common perhaps than the
goal-oriented definition, but the usage is often so non-explicit and
ill-defined as to nullify the usefulness of a frequency comparison. The
term progress frequently is used to describe changes in housing conditions
over some time period, although these changes are more often simply
labeled "improvements," "advances," or "increases in quality."
The conceptualization and measurement of goal-oriented progress is
fairly clear. Additional housing provision can be categorized in the
same terms as the goals are stated, then units are counted, and the
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achieved numbers are compared to the goals. The process of conceptual-
ization and measurement is much more variegated, however, in the case of
the "betterment" version of progress, partly because there is no single
clear standard of what is better. Careful reading of the documents and
related literature reveals three different approaches to conceptualizing
betterment of housing conditions: increased and/or higher quality housing
stock, lower proportions of households in substandard housing, and nar-
rowing gaps between the housing quality of different population groups.
The widespread sentiment of housing needs analysts is that the more
housing the better. High housing construction is widely believed to lead
to wholesale betterment of housing conditions, and this progress can be
measured by simply adding newly constructed units over a period of time.
A variation on this approach is to measure progress by the net increase
in dwelling units over a time interval.
Equally widespread is the belief that the higher the quality of
the housing stock the better. Indicators of improvement in the housing
stock that are commonly cited are size of units, structure type, condition
of units, and average cost of new construction. An additional set of
indicators focuses on occupancy patterns and these. are discussed below.
Even if new construction is priced well above the means of households
with the greatest housing needs, our implicit national housing policy
assumes that benefits will trickle down to the poor as middle-income
families vacate their old homes to buy new ones (Downs, 1973). Virtually
all housing analysts agree that this strategy has worked to improve the
overall quality of the national housing stock, but some have observed
that these increases in quality have led to a growing problem of excessive
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housing costs for the poor (cf. Frieden et al., 1977). Nevertheless,
progress reflected by the rising quality of housing is measured simply
by computing percentages of high quality units (e.g., single family,
large size, or high cost), or low quality units (e.g. dilapidated or
lacking plumbing), from the available statistical series.
In contrast to these stock-oriented conceptions of improving hous-
ing conditions, the remaining two approaches to estimating betterment
in housing focus on the occupancy patterns of households. In practice
most analysts utilize data measuring both housing stock and household
occupancy characteristics. This eclectic approach to measuring progress
seems motivated by the form and availability of data series, but scant
recognition is offered that the two measurement strategies carry im-
plicitly different conceptions of housing progress. The decade-long
efforts of housing needs specialists to define the appropriate separ-
ation and re-combination of these two approaches to needs estimation
will be surveyed in a later section. What immediately follows is a
description of the two conceptions of progress that emphasize household
occupancy experiences.
Substandard occupancy by households usually comprises a major
component of housing needs estimates. (The only larger component is
net household formations.) Substandard occupancy is most often measured
by three indicators: presence of plumbing in the unit, persons per room
ratio, and rent to income ratio. These indicators are described in
detail and evaluated in the next chapter; however, the main point to
observe is that these indicators are used to compute the percentage of
households experiencing substandard housing. The first indicator measures
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the quality of the dwelling unit, but the other two indicators measure
the fit between the household and the unit. Over-crowded or excessively
expensive housing units are not themselves substandard. Rather the
mismatch of households and dwellings create a substandard occupancy that
pertains only to the particular occupants. Thus, the remedies for
substandard occupancies based on mismatch of household and dwelling re-
quires an explicit focus on households instead of on dwellings alone.
In the household occupancy approach progress is defined as a reduction
in the proportion of households that have substandard occupancies.
This simple conception could become much more complex, however, if housing
needs analysts were to build models of matching between households and
units. For example, a more detailed approach might include emphasis on
the duration of mismatched conditions. These conditions could be treated
differently depending on whether the mismatch developed before or after
occupany of a particular unit.
A second usage of the household occupancy approach subsumes the
first, but introduces emphasis on the discrepancies between the level
of substandard occupancy by minorities and other population groups.
Hence, it might be labeled the equal opportunity approach. These may be
thought of as two separate approaches, even though the household approach
is a subset of the equal opportunity approach, because two distinct
conceptions of progress can be deciphered. In contrast to the first
approach where progress is viewed as a falling proportion of substandard
occupancies, the second approach implicitly defines progress as a
closing of the gap between disadvantaged and advantaged population groups.
In other words, if two groups both enjoy the same degree of reduced
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substandard occupancy but the gap between their levels is unchanged,
the household approach would indicate they enjoy equal progress while the
equal opportunity approach would assert that the disadvantaged group
made no progress. To reconcile the two approaches one need only observe
that each emphasizes a different dimension of progress by households.
The first focuses on change over time, while the second focuses on the
degree of change over time relative to the change enjoyed by a reference
group.2 Clearly, more than one conceptual model of progress could be
employed when developing a comprehensive estimate of housing needs.
Thus far, four different conceptions of housing progress have been
inferred from the housing needs and housing goals literature. The simplest
approach has been the goal attainment definition of progress. This
approach has been equated almost exclusively with emphasis upon produc-
ing more housing units. In addition, three different betterment defini-
tions of progress have been discerned. The first emphasizes increases
in quantity and quality of housing units, while the other two focus on
household occupancy experiences. Of these latter approaches, both
measure changes over time in the level of substandard occupancy, but the
equal opportunity approach focuses on the changing gap in housing quality
between disadvantaged groups and the remainder of the population.
A new conception of housing progress is developed in this study.
This new approach conceives of progress as the advancement of households
toward their personal goals of housing occupancy. This life progress
definition of housing progress stresses the aggregate experience of im-
provement by individuals rather than improvements for the nation as a
whole. The importance of this distinction will be made clear in the
39
the next two chapters.
The remainder of this chapter reviews the evolving consensus on
estimating aggregate housing needs. This review documents the shift over
the past decade towards increasing emphasis on household occupancy ex-
periences in addition to the traditional concern for quality of the
housing stock per se. This evolution toward experiential definitions of
quality implies a changing conception of housing progress that is not
yet fully articulated. The proposed "lifetime" definition of housing
progress represents an effort to articulate and measure at least part of
the expanded conceptions that are embodied in the new definitions of
housing needs.
HOUSING NEEDS AND HOUSING GOALS
Estimates of housing needs and housing goals are policy statements
about housing conditions. It is useful to review these statements
because they shed light on the changing notion of housing progress. The
chief relationship between progress and housing needs or goals is that
definitions of needs and statements of goals define dimensions where
betterment is desired. Thus definitions of housing needs contain Lm-
plicit definitions of housing progress.
Estimates of housing needs are formulated in terms that can be
measured, that can be translated into remedies, and that can be trans-
formed into statements of goals. The terms of housing needs estimates
are usually selected from a broader set that reflect concepts of good
housing and ideas about housing betterment. The concepts that are non-
quantifiable (such as a good neighborhood) or non-addressable (such as
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overcrowding) have come to be labeled "qualitative" housing needs. Prog-
ress toward goals that can be quantified represents only a subset of
generalized housing betterment.
Conceptual models of housing needs have expanded over the past
decade to include increasing numbers of qualitative dimensions. The
growing disparity between the goals established by the Kaiser Committee
in 1968 (U.S. President's Committee on Urban Housing, 1968) and the
evolving concerns of experts in the field of housing needs is reviewed
in the following sections.
The National Housing Goal
The general goal of our national housing policy was originally
stated by the Congress in the Housing Act of 1949:
The Congress hereby declares that the general welfare
and the security of the Nation and the health and living
standards of its people require...the realization as
soon as feasible of the goal of a decent home and a
suitable living environment for every American family
... (emphasis added).
A continuing source of vexation has been the vagueness of the adjec-
tives "decent" and "suitable." Numerous commentators have noted the dif-
ficulty of measuring progress toward a goal that is so vaguely defined.
One could argue, nevertheless, that there is a certain amount of wisdom
in stating the goal in such general, value-dependent terms. In 1949, and
3
as late as 1968, the amount of national housing data was remarkably sparse,
so it would not have been wise to try to numerically specify the volume
of a need for a decent home and a suitable environment. In fact, a major
attraction of the adjectives "decent" and "suitable" is that they imply
relative standards. Had consensus existed on the character of a decent
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home in 1949, such a home would be considered woefully inadequate today.
Despite the advantages of a flexible, relative goal definition,
recognition grew over the years that it would be useful to develop quan-
tified goals for housing provision. In 1967 President Johnson appointed
a Committee on Urban Housing, chaired by industrialist Edgar F. Kaiser
(and commonly referred to as The Kaiser Committee),. to investigate strat-
egies for satisfying "the most pressing unfulfilled need of our society.
That need is to provide the basic necessities of a decent home and healthy
surroundings for every American family now imprisoned in the squalor of
the slums" (U.S. President's Committee on Urban Housing, 1968:1). In its
final report the Kaiser Committee expressed a large number of policy pro-
posals regarding housing subsidies and housing production. The single
most important finding of the Committee, however, was an estimate of the
magnitude of the nation's housing needs. Based upon an analysis conducted
by a private contractor--TEMPO, a Center for Advanced Studies that operated
as a subsidiary of General Electric--the Committee recommended "a 10-year
goal of 26 million more new and rehabilitated housing units, including
at least six million for lower-income families. Attainment of this goal
should eliminate the blight of substandard housing from the face of the
nation's cities and should provide every American family with an afford-
able, decent home" (U.S. President's Committee on Urban Housing, 1968:3).
Before the Committee even had submitted its final report, this 10-year
goal was established as federal policy by the Housing and Urban Develop-
ment Act of 1968.
Section 1603 of the 1968 Act, as amended by Section 801 of the
Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, requires the President to
42
prepare an annual report on the progress toward meeting the national
housing goal. The necessity to prepare such an annual report has eleva-
ted questions of housing needs and housing progress to the highest
political levels.
Defining Housing Needs
There currently is little consensus of what constitutes the correct
model for estimating housing needs. Not only is there disagreement be-
tween various individuals and organizations that have contributed to
policy discussions, but even within the Department of Housing and Urban
Development there has been recognition that the best procedure is under
debate.4 What is generally agreed upon is that the methodology employed
by the Kaiser Committee needs substantial revision.
The 10-year goal set forth by the Kaiser Committee defined "housing
needs" in two particular ways. The Kaiser Committee adopted the major
definition that housing needs were the number of units that would need to
be built if new households were to be housed, if substandard units were
to be replaced, if loss of good quality units were to be offset, and if
a sufficient number of vacant units were to be maintained for the market
to permit free mobility. This major definition of housing needs was
stated solely in terms that could be satisfied by new construction.
A secondary definition of housing needs was also stated by the Kaiser
Committee. The Committee estimated that six to eight million families
a year would require financial assistance in order to occupy decent
housing. Much confusion surrounds the derivation of this estimate. As
other reviews have pointed out, the calculation of the six to eight
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million number seems to be merely an averaging of different indicators
of housing deprivation: 7.8 million households were too poor (by certain
rules of thumb) to afford decent housing and 6.7 occupied substandard
housing as indicated by deteriorated condition or by lack of complete
plumbing facilities (Birch et al., 1973:2.4). The apparent assumption
was that the two groups are completely overlapping, that elimination of
financial burden and substandard housing is possible by subsidizing six
to eight million units. Evidently the Committee chose to ignore its own
data that indicated only 40-50 percent of the substandard occupants were
in fact also suffering from financial deprivation (U.S. President's
Committee on Urban Housing, 1968:43).
However the Committee selected an estimate of the number of needy
households, this estimate was treated clearly as secondary, as a tag on,
to the major estimate that emphasized new construction. The Committee's
recommendation quoted above includes the secondary estimate within the
major estimate.
The Kaiser Committee's recommendation and President Johnson's charge
to the Committee embody several inter-related assumptions that are impor-
tant to grasp. First, President Johnson called the housing problem "the
most pressing unfulfilled need of our society" (U.S. President's Committee
on Urban Housing, 1968:1; emphasis added). Although the distinction
possibly was not intended the implication of this statement and of the
Committee's report is that housing needs are needs of the nation and not
of individuals. A second assumption is that needs should be defined in
physical terms. The Committee's recommendations were stated in terms of
housing construction and included the hope that the "[alttainment of this
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goal should eliminate the blight of substandard housing from the face of
the nation's cities..." (U.S. President's Committee on Urban Housing,
1968:3). Furthermore, President Johnson's charge to the Committee included
substantial language suggesting the desirability of eliminating slums and
blight through new construction. The conclusion that is drawn from this
interpretation is that President Johnson and his Committee operated with
two purposes: first, they sought to provide more and better housing con-
ditions for the nation's people, and second, they assumed that the nation
needed this to be done by means of new construction and urban renewal.
As the years have passed since the submission of the Kaiser Committee
report, definitions of housing needs have shifted steadily toward greater
emphasis on households' needs and less on construction needs. In part
this evolution in thinking may have occurred because of growing disfavor
for urban renewal and a rising interest in demand-side housing strategies
(e.g. housing allowances). At least as important has been the strong
desire of housing needs analysts to untangle the sticky issues that the
Kaiser Committee treated as secondary needs. Efforts to develop sound
estimates of housing deprivation have led analysts to focus increasingly
on the experiences of households. In addition, the development of new
data sources has permitted increasingly detailed analyses which the Kaiser
Committee could not have conducted.
Joint Center Revision of Housing Needs Definition
The first significant alternative to the Kaiser Committee's methodol-
ogy was offered by the Joint Center for Urban Studies (Birch et al., 1973).
This report was greatly aided by the comprehensive new data collected by
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the 1970 Census. More important, however, was the Joint Center's major
intellectual assault on the Kaiser Committee's approach. The primary
contribution of the Joint Center report was to separate forecasts of
expected new construction from estimates of housing deprivation. The
report emphasizes that these are two very different kinds of estimates
that cannot be added to create a total housing goal (Birch et al., 1973:
4). Instead of subordinating the housing deprivation estimate to the con-
struction forecast, as had the Kaiser Committee, the Joint Center study
placed each component on a separate, equal footing and analyzed each
component in greater detail.
Utilizing the 1970 Census data, it was possible to separate the over-
lapping forms of housing definition. In contrast to the Kaiser Committee's
murky estimate of six to eight million needy households, the Joint Center
report found that 13 million households suffered from one or more forms
of housing deprivation: occupying substandard housing, overcrowded, or
excessive rent burden. The study included inadequate neighborhood environ-
ment in its conceptual model of deprivation, but failed to find an in-
dicator suitable for quantifying this dimension.
The Joint Center report developed two important conclusions. The
first was that rising rent burden was rapidly increasing as a major com-
ponent of housing deprivation while physical substandardness was decreas-
ing in importance at the same rate. The second, and related, conclusion
was that the "focus in the recent past on units rather than on households--
and a corresponding emphasis on meeting a national goal for the production
of new units--has not been, and will not be, adequate" to fulfill the
broad national housing goal established in 1949 (Birch et al., 1973:1.6).
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The Joint Center report did not fully explore the implications of its
conclusions that households should be emphasized instead of new construc-
tion. In fact the very goal that is cited in order to lend legitimacy
to this conclusion--"a decent home and a suitable living environment for
every American"--is specifically stated in the context of new construction
and urban renewal:
The Congress hereby declares that the general welfare
and security of the Nation and the health and living
standards of its people require housing production and
related cormunity development sufficient to remedy the
serious housing shortage, through the clearance of slums
and blighted areas, and the realization as soon as feasible
of the goal of a decent home and a suitable living en-
vironment for every American family, thus contributing
to the development and redevelopment of cotmunities and
to the advancement of the growth, wealth and security
of the Nation. (Emphasis added.)
This reading suggests that the Kaiser Committee's assumptions were per-
fectly congruent with the broad goal set forth in 1949.
A complete statement of the Joint Center's conclusions about emphasis
on households would include additional assertions. The conclusion
includes the beliefs: that "a decent home and a suitable living environ-
ment" constitutes the heart of the 1949 goal and that pursuit of this
main purpose should not be tied to the context in which it was originally
expected to be achieved; that once the main purpose of the goal has been
isolated, it is imperative to focus on the full extent of households'
housing burdens; and, that these burdens include not only the deprivation
caused by a substandard unit, but also deprivations resulting from a poor
neighborhood environment and from a poor fit between the household and its
home. In sum, the Joint Center's call for greater emphasis on households'
housing conditions, instead of on housing units' conditions, served to
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elevate the Kaiser Committee's secondary, and vague, definition of housing
needs to primary status.
1975 Contributions to the Definition of Housing Needs
Additional contributions to the changing definition of housing needs
were developed in 1975 when Senator William Proxmire, Chairman of the
Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs commissioned several
studies on short notice. The purpose of these studies was to re-examine
the magnitude of the national housing goal that had been established in
1968 by the Kaiser Committee and to prepare an up-to-date estimate of
housing needs. In the process of estimating housing needs, it was nec-
essary, of course, to develop a working definition of "housing needs."
Coming two years after the release of the Joint Center report it is
revealing to see how much support these studies give the Joint Center
approach relative to the Kaiser Committee's approach.
Five reports were prepared for the Senate Committee at Proxmire's
request. The contribution by the Joint Center for Urban Studies was
essentially a summation of its 1973 report. The other four studies were
conducted by the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), the
Federal Home Loan Bank Board (FHLBB), the Department of Urban Affairs of
the AFL-CIO, and by the National Association of Home Builders. Of these
studies, only the report by the National Association of Home Builders
continued to use largely the same approach as the Kaiser Committee. The
emphasis of this organization upon housing stock and housing production
should not be surprising.
The study by HUD expressed the Administration's current views of what
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constituted housing needs. This study strongly embraced the household
emphasis approach in theory, yet the analysis was conducted largely in
terms of housing units. HUD justified this conceptual retreat by referring
to the letter of Proxmire's request for housing needs studies and also
by indicating a desire to prepare estimates in terms similar to the
original goal estimates. The submitted estimates were strongly qualified,
however, by reservations about the conceptual assumptions.
HUD believed that "'housing needs' are not expressed in terms of
single family homeowners or renter units, multifamily renter or homeowner
units, or mobile home homeowner or renter units. Housing need is funda-
mentally expressed in terms of the need of a household, or a potential
household, for a housing unit which meets a wide variety of personal
demands, household requirements, and desired lifestyles" (HUD, 1975: 31-32).
In addition, HUD strongly questioned the wisdom of stressing new construc-
tion to meet housing needs: "Mere production of housing units does not
ipso facto assure attainment of the national housing goal" (HUD, 1975:7).
HUD cited several drawbacks to pursuing a schedule of annual production
targets. Among these were the problems of coordinating housing production
with competing demands within the economic sector, and the fact that there
is "no guarantee that the additional housing will reach those who need it
most, that is, those currently in inadequate units" (HUD, 1975:8). A
related concern was that emphasis on meeting production goals ignored the
issue of matching between households and housing units (over-crowding and
excessive rent burden).
The HUD report did not offer a new methodology or even a new concep-
tualization of housing needs. Essentially the report expressed the beliefs
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of the Joint Center report but practiced the method of the Kaiser Committee.
Nevertheless, this study is interesting for its demonstrated acceptance
of the Joint Center's arguments and for its introduction of one important
innovation. The HUD study opened the issue of household formations to
policy debate. Not only did the report stress the difficulty of fore-
casting future household formations, but it also suggested that there was
two-way causation between household formation and new construction.
HUD examined the source of new household formations by comparing
alternative projections, and it suggested that to plan construction of
sufficient units to meet the maximum projected household expansion was to
condone separate households for people in categories where the projections
were most variable--young unmarried persons.
[I]t is the rate of growth of primary individuals'
households which is most sensitive to the series used...
Based on experience from 1970 to 1974, many of these
additional primary individual households would be elderly
persons, but a large proportion are young people under
age 35, coming out of group quarters (college dormitories,
or the military) ... or leaving home and parents to set
up independent housekeeping. This may be an expression
of individual freedom and independence, reflecting the
affluence of our society as well as changing folkways and
life styles. However, it is questionable whether there
ought to be a national housing policy which explicitly
encourages this in light of other pressing demands upon
the nation's limited resources. (HUD, 1975:13; emphasis
added.)
(There is] a greatly increased demand for additional
housing units resulting from a decrease in shared living
accommodations and an increase in independent living
arrangements. It is doubtful whether life style shifts
of this sort are encompassed in the national goal of
a 'decent home and a suitable living environment for
every American family.' (HUD, 1975:14; emphasis added.)
HUD has extended the household emphasis approach to include detailed
analysis of the needs of "unborn" households. To be sure, all housing
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needs estimates include a large component for net household formations,
but these estimates normally have not examined the kinds of people forming
new households. Leaving aside HUD's question about the relative rights
to housing deserved by different household types, there is a serious
methodological problem involved in the measurement of changing rates of
household formation. HUD has measured (and conceptualized) household
formations as total growth per year. With the emergence of the large baby
boom cohorts into early adulthood it is not surprising that the number of
young households is growing. Before making judgements about relative
rights it would be preferable to know how much of this growth results from
increased formation rates for each cohort.
The Federal Home Loan Bank Board (FHLBB) decided that its report
would not prepare quantitative estimates, and instead that it would
concentrate on giving its beliefs about the estimation of housing needs.
The FHLBB emphatically embraced the household emphasis approach.
This report supported the Joint Center's judgement on separating
estimates of needs from forecasts of construction. Two justifications
for such a separation were offered. The first was that housing needs
could be measured more accurately if they were not mixed in with the much
larger and imprecise estimates of total demand. The second justification
was that:
Such a separation permits us to view the housing
problem of low and moderate income households in a
framework that does not imply that the only solution
is through construction (or substantial rehabilitation)
of additional housing units. It gets away from the
trap into which we believe the Kaiser Committee--perhaps
unwittingly--fell of equating housing needs with con-
struction goals. (FHLBB, 1975:53; emphasis added.)
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The FHLBB also made two independent contributions to the household
emphasis approach. This report emphasized that criteria of housing dep-
rivation are based on arbitrary standards. The report concluded that,
because good housing is a relative concept, "even with continued- improve-
ments in housing conditions, the percentage of households deemed to be
suffering from housing deprivation might not change significantly through
time" (FHLBB, 1975:54). Numerous commentators have made similar observa-
tions about housing standards (cf. Baer, 1976; Holleb, 1978). The 1973
Joint Center report devoted an entire chapter to consumer preferences by
different social classes and that discussion emphasized individuals'
perceived relative status. But this work never addressed changing stan-
dards for the nation. Moreover, it is unclear how the issue of relative
standards should be treated in housing needs estimates.
The most important contribution made by the FHLBB to the definition
of housing needs was to suggest the importance of duration of deprivation.
The FHLBB chided the Joint Center for not considering the possibility that
transitory deprivation was much less significant for housing needs than
permanent deprivation:
The Center fails to note an extremely important dis-
tinction that must be made when housing deprivation is
applied to households rather than the structures them-
selves. Many households are subject to housing depriv-
ation for all or most of their lives. Insofar, however,
as housing 'deprivation' is a transitory state for
many households, it may be of little or no social
concern. It is, thus, necessary to know the number of
households who suffer from housing deprivation over a
significant number of years, not those who are in a
state of household deprivation at a specific point in
time. (FHLBB, 1975:48)
Direct measurement of the duration of deprivation for each household is
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not possible because housing surveys have not collected the necessary
information. Nevertheless, despite the difficulties of direct measurement,
it should be possible to construct indirect measures of this concept.
The housing needs estimates prepared by Henry Schecter, Director of
the Department of Urban Affairs of the AFL-CIO,' focused more heavily on
the financial burden of housing costs than did the other 1975 studies.
The important innovation in Schecter's submission to the Senate committee
is his emphasis on the financial burden of homebuyers. Proxmire's letter
to Schecter (and the others) requesting a housing needs study mentioned
that it would be desirable to use pertinent new information on family
income and housing costs, and Schecter cited this portion of Proxmire's
directive in the forward to his study. However, in the body of his
report Schecter raised the homeownership issue without offering any sub-
stantial justification. Following an account of the changing number of
families in different age groups, Schecter simply stated:
In conjunction with the foregoing, some perspective
as to housing assistance needs can be gained by
comparing estimated required housing expenses with
the proportion of families in the various age (of
head) groups who could "qualify" for homeownership
by meeting the required housing expenses with 25
percent of income. (Schecter, 1975:106)
The importance of Schecter's offer of "some perspective" is that
recent studies of national housing needs had disregarded the financial
burdens faced by prospective homeowners. Over half of Schecter's study
was devoted to an analysis of housing costs and incomes, and the bulk
of the financial burden discussion was devoted to homeownership.5 Schecter
emphasized the high proportion of young families who could not "qualify"
financially for homeownership, and he included a portion of these excluded
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families in his overall estimates of assisted housing needs.
Schecter did not offer a conclusion to his analysis and, given his
very indirect introduction of the homeownership topic, it appears he
was reluctant to discuss the justification for his housing needs innova-
tion. Placing homeownership costs on an equal footing with the problem
of high rental costs ignores the fact that much of the homeowner's ex-
penditures are building wealth in the form of equity. Nevertheless, as
discussed in the next chapter, homeownership is a vital housing concern
of most Americans.6
A New Homeownership Dimension of Housing Needs
Schecter's study struck a responsive chord with housing experts as
well. Less than two years later major reports were released by the
Congressional Budget Office (1977) and the Joint Center for Urban Studies
(Frieden et al., 1977) proclaiming that homeownership affordability had
become a problem worthy of public intervention. In contrast to Schecter,
these studies offered a clearly stated justification for stressing the
homeownership problem. Both reports emphasized that the financial burdens
of prospective home buyers had increased between 1970 and 1975. While
media reports exaggerated the empirical findings to imply the death of the
American dream, the clear normative implication of these studies was that
homeownership should not become more difficult to achieve for the current
generation of young families. In a later article Frieden (1977) summar-
ized the new housing cost problem as a problem of "intergenerational
inequity."
Despite its seemingly clearcut justification, the new affordability
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definition of housing needs has been attacked on the basis that the prob-
lem has been measured incorrectly and might be nonexistent. Hardly had
the ink dried on the two 1977 reports before Weicher (1977) criticized
their measurement of the trend in affordability. He pointed out that house
prices in the base year (1970) used by both studies were abnormally de-
pressed and the increase in costs relative to median family income would
not appear as great if earlier years were used for the base. A subse-
quent analysis by Weicher (1978) compared seven alternative measures of
affordability over time and concluded that all the measures bore abso-
lutely no relationship to aggregate housing market trends. He explained
this by the fact that most households already own a home and these previous
owners can use their accumulated equity to help them purchase new homes
when they move.
A second line of attack has been pursued by James Follain and his
associates at the Urban Institute (Follain et al., 1978; Follain and
Struyk, 1979). These authors have called attention to the fact that the
quality of new homes has increased steadily over the years, thus contrib-
uting to higher costs, and they also have cited the abnormally low house
prices in 1970 as misleading data. But the major criticism has been that
estimates of affordability do not separate the costs of consumption from
the costs of investment. In particular, a high rate of inflation has the
effect of raising the initial level of payments a homebuyer faces, but
high inflation also promises to reduce the real cost of mortgage payments
over time at the same time as it leads consumers to expect large future
capital gains. In the view of these authors affordability measures are
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misguided because they focus on the first year payments instead of on the
long term housing expenditures and benefits of the household. Follain
and Struyk (1979) explain the continued growth of ownership rates by the
fact that consumers take the longer view.
Despite these reservations Follain et al. (1978:40) conclude that
"...there definitely is a problem for first-time homebuyers during the
initial years of the mortgage." Regardless of the affordability measure-
ment problem, it is widely agreed that buying a first home is becoming
an increasingly difficult hurdle in the housing careers of young families.
The affordability debate has centered more on the proper time frame for
measuring financial burden than it has on the fact of high nominal housing
costs. What is becoming apparent is the need for a longitudinal approach
to measuring housing experience, much as the FHLBB argued in the case of
deprivation duration.
Summary of the Evolving Housing Needs Conceptions
The preceding review has documented the progressive expansion of
housing needs definitions to include an ever-widening number of qualitative
concerns. These concerns stretch far beyond the Kaiser Committee's im-
plicit belief that housing needs could be defined as the nation's need
for additional housing units in standard condition. The 1973 Joint Center
study was instrumental in promoting the belief that household occupancy
experiences--particularly the size and income fits of households to units--
were just as valid measures of housing deprivation as structural sub-
standardness.
The 1975 housing needs studies commissioned by the Senate Banking
56
Committee bear testimony to the widespread, strong acceptance of the
Joint Center revisions. Indeed three of these studies sought to expand
the household occupancy interpretation still further. The HUD report
raised questions about the appropriate policy stance regarding household
formation by different sectors of the population. HUD's suggestion was
that the number of new households responds to the number of new units
constructed, and hence the need for new construction cannot be determined
separately from the need for household formation. In particular, HUD
suggested that household formation by families might be viewed as higher
priority than household formation by unrelated individuals (whose household
formation is more sensitive to changes in housing supply), and so HUD
asserted that different population sectors' need for household formation
must be evaluated before the need for new construction can be determined.
Further complexities were introduced into the household occupancy
approach when the FHLBB asserted that housing standards are so relative
that deprivation might never be eliminated. A second important suggestion
made by the FHLBB was that the duration of a household's deprivation is
an important contributor to the urgency of its housing need. The FHLBB
stressed the importance of estimating how many households suffering poor
housing conditions were only temporarily in that state. The FHLBB's
rationale was that emphasis on household occupancy experience implied the
necessity for longitudinal measurement of households' housing conditions.
A third major addition to the expanding definition of housing needs
was proposed by Henry Schecter of the AFL-CIO and amplified by the 1977
reports of the Joint Center and Congressional Budget Office. The addition
was an assertion that rising costs of homeownership indicated a new source
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of housing needs. The argument did not suggest that homeownership should
become the new standard of minimally acceptable quality for all Americans;
rather, the proposal was that access to homeownership (as represented by
its cost) should not be allowed to become more difficult. This argument
essentially represented a plea for relative parity between generations--
acquisition of homeownership should not become more difficult for today's
young families than for yesterday's (cf. Frieden, 1977).
CONCLUSION
One decade after the Kaiser Committee report the definition of
housing needs has grown to be many faceted. Later definitions have not
excluded earlier ones; instead, they have emphasized new features while
incorporating the old. The general thrust of the proposed revisions has
been to argue that housing needs should be conceptualized as arising from
the aggregate qualitative experience over time of individuals or households.
Methodologies for quantitative estimates of needs have lagged con-
siderably behind these conceptual advances. The 1975 HUD study, for
example, preached the philosophy of the 1973 Joint Center report while
practicing the methodology of the Kaiser Committee. Most likely, HUD
adopted this paradoxical approach for several complimentary reasons. To
begin with, HUD stated that it wanted to prepare estimates in the same
terms as the Kaiser Committee estimates so that they could be more easily
compared. If comparability alone were the concern, it would have been
quite easy to prepare different sets of estimates, one of which could have
copied the Kaiser Committee method. Instead, HUD probably discovered that
it is much more difficult to count households having different qualitative
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experiences than it is to count dwelling units. A third explanation for
the paradoxical approach that HUD adopted is that, despite the common-
sensical appeal of the new conceptions about housing needs, it is much
more difficult to evaluate the new qualitative housing needs dimensions
than it is to rely on traditional normative judgements that have focused
on dwelling units. Finally, underlying all of these explanations is the
fact that HUD has traditionally preferred problem definitions that call
for remedies emphasizing new construction or rehabilitation of the existing
housing stock. For all these reasons HUD employed a traditional quan-
titative methodology even while admitting that its estimates failed to
realistically address the experience of housing deprivation.
The conceptual advances subsequent to the 1973 Joint Center report
are difficult to put into practice. For example, how do we measure
experience.over time, whether the issue is duration of overcrowding or
costs of homeownership? More important, and partly as a consequence of
non-measurement, there are no clear-cut normative interpretations of what
is an acceptable duration of either overcrowding or renting (instead of
owning). Even were there normative agreement about these problems, the
means for their remedy is not as obvious as in the case of construction
needs.
How may these conceptions of housing needs be related to the alter-
native conceptions of housing progress? The first half of this chapter
identified two broad types of progress--goal-oriented and general better-
ment. Housing progress is institutionally defined as progress toward the
quantitative goal established by the Kaiser Committee. A second, more
general conception of housing progress concerns the rising quality (or
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betterment) of the housing stock, irrespective of particular goals. A
third definition of housing progress also emphasizes general betterment
but expresses this in terms of the improved occupancy experiences of
households, e.g. reduced overcrowding or reduced financial burden. The
fourth major definition of housing progress focuses on the occupancy
experiences of one population group, such as blacks, relative to others.
This equal opportunity approach measures progress in terms of reducing
the differential between groups. Even though the relative definition
of progress operates with an explicit goal-orientation--equality between
groups--this goal is not expressed in terms that are readily translated
into program remedies. Most often, the goal of equality in housing is
used as a reference point by which to measure social conditions; and,
despite the growth of fair housing and affirmative action programs,
equality is not a specific target established by institutional commitments.
The new conception of housing progress that is developed in this
study emphasizes the lifetime advancement of households toward individ-
ually held goals of housing achievement. This definition of progress
shares certain features of the conceptions above. Although the lifetime
conception is not expressed in terms of institutional goals of housing
construction, it resembles goal-oriented progress insofar as progress is
measured as advancement toward personal housing goals. A second similarity
is that lifetime progress emphasizes household occupancy experiences in-
stead of characteristics of the housing stock. A final similarity of
lifetime progress is that it resembles the equal opportunity conception
of progress insofar as one way to normatively define how much progress is
enough is to compare the lifetime progress of one generation with another.
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Not only does the lifetime conception of housing progress share fea-
tures of the other definitions, but it also provides a better articulation
of the normative concerns underlying the new conceptions of housing needs.
Although the lifetime conception does not address each specific dimension
of housing needs, it does provide a means for simplified, parsimonious
measurement of certain elements of the new concerns. The major advantage
is that the lifetime conception stresses longitudinal housing experience
aggregated from the experiences of individuals. Subsequent chapters will
show how the average duration of experiences can be calculated and how
the struggle to attain homeownership can be measured. Using the lifetime
conception of progress, comparisons can also be made between generations
to measure the changing pattern of housing consumption relative to family
formation. These relative comparisons provide an approach to normative
evaluation of progress.
The methodology for measuring lifetime progress relies heavily on
the cohort-life course behavioral theory that is discussed in Chapter 4.
Before proceeding to a discussion of this theory, however, the next
chapter evaluates alternative measures of housing quality. Lifetime
progress assumes that households strive to achieve better housing as they
grow older. If we are to measure this progress, we must first identify
appropriate indicators of housing quality.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER 2
1. The series of annual reports put out by the National Urban League,
entitled "The State of Black America," exemplifies this conception of
progress. For example, in the chapter on housing trends in the 1980 re-
port all 12 of the statistical tables are devoted to a comparison of black
housing conditions with those for the total population (Leigh, 1980).
2. How to best measure relative progress is a matter of debate. As
Levitan et al. (1973:14) describe, one major decision is whether to
measure relative progress by ratios or absolute changes:
One measure of relative status is the ratio of black/
white incomes. This is appropriate to assess the rate
of progress of blacks toward equality. But this ratio
may rise and, indeed, has risen, while the gap between
the incomes has increased.... There is no proof whether
blacks feel better off because of proportionate gains,
or worse off because of widening dollar disparities;
so both ratios and gaps must be considered in assessing
relative progress.
In addition, as Hill (1980) has pointed out, measurement of relative
progress based on individuals can yield very different conclusions than
measurement based on families. Differences can arise when one population
group has a much higher proportion of single parent families or a higher
proportion of two-earner married couples. It is important to be clear
about what types of units are being compared over time.
3. The Douglas Commission (1969:68-69) stressed the extreme limitations
imposed on housing analysts by the paucity of national data.
4. The Tenth Annual Report on the National Housing Goal (U.S. President,
1979), drafted by HUD, mentions that there are alternative approaches to
estimating housing needs and devotes an appendix to a review of European
procedures. This report refers to a 1975 study prepared by HUD for a
review of alternative United States housing needs estimates (HUD, 1975:
35-40).
5. As an indicator of Schecter's emphasis on homeownership, despite his
casual introduction of the subject, 4 out of 5 numbered tables in his
report deal solely with homeownership.
6. In fact, although he did not cite it in his report to Proxmire's
committee, Schecter had very recently directed a study of the AFL-CIO
members' housing conditions (AFL-CIO, 1975). The major conclusion of this
study was the very strong desire for homeownership, and the report stressed
the need for financial assistance to persons who had not yet bought homes.
This study of his constituency was surely fresh in his mind as Schecter
prepared his report for the Senate committee.
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Chapter 3
INDICATORS OF HOUSING QUALITY:
TOWARD A LIFE PROGRESS MODEL
It is essential to identify standards of housing quality if we are
to measure the progress made by cohorts in their housing careers. Without
some yardstick for measuring housing consumption it is impossible to con-
duct an empirical investigation of changing housing conditions. Moreover,
it is impossible to make normative assessments of housing progress if
standards are not defined for identifying good and bad housing conditions.
Although this chapter makes a strong effort to distinguish the normative
from the empirical measurement of housing quality, the two purposes are
not completely separable and in fact they are confused by many authors.
At the very least, an effort is made to be explicit about the assumptions
and purposes under discussion.
There are several ways in which the normative and empirical defin-
itions of quality are related. A major, structural link is that normative
assessments of quality depend upon empirical measurement of conditions.
Baer (1976) has argued that housing indicators are used for empirical
measurement, whereas housing standards constitute normative definitions
of what level on the indicator represents "good" housing:
An indicator represents a facet of some state of
affairs singled out for attention. Usually an
indicator is quantified for purposes of comparing
different situations.... But an indicator is a
means of measurement only. It says nothing about
whether a particular level (of crowding, say) is
desirable or undesirable, customary or unusual.
Standards are normative terms stipulating the quality
of what is measured by an indicator. (Baer, 1976:364)
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Of course, it should be recognized that the decision to single out
a facet of reality for special attention is also a normative act involving
judgements about what is important. Baer recognizes that "[i]nevitably,
policy judgements, not just technical expertise and scientific findings,
determine the selection of both indicators and standards, although policy
judgement is more pronounced in the latter" (1976:365). Whatever the
means of selecting indicators for certain aspects of housing conditions,
once the indicators are employed they exert a strong influence on subse-
quent policy options. The mere act of measurement can raise an issue to
prominence, and the nature of the indicator selected can steer the search
for policy remedies.
In some cases, the definition of housing indicators is virtually
synonomous with the definition of housing standards. Such cases are
those involving discrete measurement, i.e. when the indicator is a cate-
gorical variable such as structure type or tenure. When for practical
reasons the indicator can only measure two states, usage of the indicator
implies a standard that one category is bad and the other good. Which is
the preferred category may be open to judgement, but the point is that
discrete indicators leave no room for normative definitions of standards
involving fine gradations, such as is the case with rent burden or another
interval level indicator.
The present chapter has one broad purpose and two specific objectives.
The broad purpose is to select a housing standard by which to measure and
evaluate the housing progress of young cohorts. Toward this end, the
first objective is to review and evaluate the usefulness of traditional
housing standards for measuring housing quality. A single, major normative
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assumption is allowed to guide this search for useful empirical measures.
This assumption is that housing standards for measuring progress should
reflect the preferences of households and not simply the judgements of
housing professionals. This assumption is justified primarily on the
theoretical grounds that persons who perceive progress in their housing
careers are likely to direct their consumption toward preferred housing
and away from unpreferred housing. The second objective of the chapter,
therefore, is to analyze surveys of housing preferences for evidence of
preferred housing standards. This analysis will lead to the formulation
of a life progress model of housing quality.
TRADITIONAL INDICATORS
Housing analysts have relied on three principal indicators to assess
the housing circumstances of the American people: over-crowding (measured
by persons per room), structural substandardness (measured by lack of some
plumbing and/or by observations of dilapidation), and financial burden
(measured by the ratio of gross rent payments to income). These measures
comprise the primary housing indicators included in the social indicator
reports prepared by the U.S. Office of Management and Budget, and they
provide the fundamental yardsticks for the numerous local and national
studies of housing needs. 1
Despite their widespread usage, however, these indicators have come
under increasing criticism. A common complaint is that the three indicators
do not measure enough structural characteristics of the housing unit to
reflect adequately the true quality of a family's housing experience. In
perhaps the fullest accounting to date, Budding (1978) has estimated that
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the evaluation of 78 detailed features of housing condition among a sample
of low income households yields an estimate of physical housing deprivation
that is three times greater than what would be estimated with traditional
measures. A major drawback to the fuller accounting approach, however,
is that it is difficult to develop a standardized assessment procedure
that will enable comparisons between interviewers or across time (cf.
U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1967).
A second fundamental weakness of virtually all surveys of housing
quality is that they are based on assumptions by survey designers about
what constitutes a housing deficiency. Although such assumptions might
be declared an operational necessity for the design of indicators, the
method of a priori indicator definition gives little respect to the actual
preferences of households and their perceptions of quality. Were the
independent judgements of housing professionals consistent with the pref-
erences of households there would be little problem. However, there is
only weak evidence that households possess strong preferences about dimen-
sions of housing quality that have been professionally identified.
In addition to this weakness, which is assessed below, a third problem
is that two of the traditional indicators measure deficiencies that have
a very low incidence that is diminishing over time. Table 3-1 shows how
few households are over-crowded or occupying units without complete
plumbing facilities. Useful social indicators for housing should measure
characteristics that show more substantial variation in their occurrence.
Structural Condition
Many analysts have expected that more detailed measurement of housing
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Table 3-1: TRENDS IN THE TRADITIONAL INDICATORS OF
HOUSING DEPRIVATION
Year
Indicator 1960 1970 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
Over-crowdinga
Renters 16.1% 10.6% 7.0% 6.9% 6.7% 6.2% 6.2%
All
Households 11.5 8.0 5.6 5.3 5.0 4.6 4.4
Lack Plumbingb
Renters 21.3 8.3 6.0 5.5 4.8 4.6 4.2
All
Households 14.7 5.9 3.5 3.2 2.9 2.6 2.4
Financial BurdenC
Renters 21.4 25.3 24.4 25.1 27.9 28.6 30.3
All
Households NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the
(1972- Table A-5), (1973:
Census (1962: Tables A-1, A-2, and A-3) ,
Table A-5), (1975a-1979a: Table A-1), and
(1979c: Table A-i); U.S. Department of Commerce (1977: Tables 3.3 and
3.7).
a. Over-crowding is defined as more than 1.0 occupants per room
b. Lacking some or all plumbing.
c. Financial burden is defined as a ratio of gross rent to income that
exceeds .34 (a conservative standard).
NA. Not applicable.
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structural condition would produce larger and "truer" estimates of physical
housing deprivation. Indeed, Budding's (1978) study, based on Housing
Allowance Demand Experiment datar has produced the expected, larger es-
timate of deprivation. However, because of its national coverage and
annual replication, greater interest has been expressed in the housing
quality portions of the Department of Housing and Urban Development's
Annual Housing Survey. This survey records 30-odd separate characteris-
tics of the housing unit and collects household data permitting construc-
tion of innumerable household occupany indicators.
Two studies have attempted to select -key indicators of physical
housing quality from the large number of observations about housing unit
characteristics. A brief analysis was prepared by HUD as part of the
Tenth Annual Report on the National Housing Goal (U.S. President, 1979).
This study made no reference to an earlier study completed under contract
by HUD to the Urban Institute (Goedert and Goodman, 1977). The Urban
Institute study was more detailed and more explicitly reasoned than the
HUD report, and the two studies came to different conclusions.
Both reports selected quality indicators on the basis of household
preferences inferred from the correlation of income with specific defic-
iencies. The basic reasoning is that households with higher incomes will
avoid occupying homes with particular deficiences if they hold strong
preferences about those housing dimensions. The Urban Institute report
concluded that there was no strong revealed preference for any housing
quality feature recorded by the Annual Housing Survey: "It is shown
that no item from an extensive list of housing characteristics clearly
distinguishes the housing of low-income households from that of higher
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income families...." (Goedert and Goodman, 1977:xi).
In contrast, HUD concluded that "...analysis of information reported
in the Annual Housing Survey has isolated several housing characteristics
and defects which appear to be strongly related to the income of house-
holds...." (U.S. President, 1979:58). HUD cites 10 deficiencies but does
not report data substantiating the claim of a strong income effect on the
incidence of individual features. Data are presented, however, to sum-
marize the combined incidence of 23 different housing deficiencies within
different income groups. More than two deficiencies are reported by 5.8
percent of all households, but this incidence rises from only 2.0 percent
within the highest income category to 11.0 percept within the lowest.
No deficiencies are reported by 68.9 percent of all households, but the
freedom from defects declines only from 78.0 percent among the highest
income group to 58.3 percent among the lowest. (U.S. President, 1979:
Table 10)
These data indicate that income has a clear effect on the likelihood
of occupying lower quality housing. The data do not support the con-
clusion, however, that this is a strong relationship. The majority of
the lowest income households report no deficiencies at all, while the
highest income group is only 20 percent more likely to be free of housing
defects. Of course, one might stress that the incidence of more than
two defects is five times as great among the poorest group as the richest,
but it should also be emphasized that this comparison is based on the
ratio of two very low percentages (11.0 and 2.0 percent). Moreover, it
must be recalled that these percentages refer to the combined incidence
of 23 different housing defects. HUD claims that 10 different defects are
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strongly related to income. If this were true one would expect that the
combined incidence of multiple defects would be much greater than 11.0
percent for the lowest income group.
The Urban Institute study is far more explicit about its methodology
and presents more data than the HUD analysis. This study conducted a
separate analysis of urban and rural households, and it used a different
conception of income for estimating revealed preferences. The authors
sought to estimate preferences on the basis of the relationship between
permanent income and housing consumption. Reasoning that the incomes of
the very young and very old are likely to be more transitory, they focused
on persons aged 30-64. Furthermore, the most stable consumption units
were assumed to be married couples, so the analysis was further restricted
to this marital status. It is likely that this population subgroup will
yield less biased estimates of revealed housing preferences. For example,
elderly persons of very low income might occupy higher quality housing
that they selected when their income was higher, or divorced women might
choose housing more in response to their shift in living arrangements
than in response to their current income.
The most frequently reported deficiency was lack of air conditioning
(42.0 percent), and the next most frequent deficiencies were location on
a noisy street (34.5 percent) and heavy traffic (27.8 percent). However,
the nature of these three indicators raises several analytic problems.
First, the indicators are included in the analysis simply because data
were collected on these questions in the Annual Housing Survey. The types
of indicators that can be analyzed are restricted by this availability.
Second, the traffic and noise indicators are based on subjective reports
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and their relationship to income cannot be strictly interpreted as a
measure of revealed preference. A final issue concerns the essentialness
of air conditioning--why not swimming pools? In some parts of the country
air conditioning is probably as important as heating equipment is in
colder regions, but the Urban Institute did not classify this indicator
by climate.
Presumably, if air conditioning is not perceived to be an essential
aspect of housing quality by many Americans, the absence of air condition-
ing would occur for both poor and rich. In fact, among urban households
56.7 percent of the lowest income group and 32.9 percent of the highest
income group lack air conditioning. (Goedert and Goodman, 1977: Table 1)
It is clear that, although the poor have a higher incidence of this de-
ficiency, the richest households have not chosen to eliminate the defect.
The effect of income is even less for the indicators involving
perceptions of traffic and noise. From the lowest to the highest income
groups the incidence of these problems among urban households declines
from 32.4 percent to 23.6 percent and from 40.2 percent to 30.0 percent,
respectively. It should be restated that these indicators, together with
air conditioning, are the ones with the highest incidence of reported
deficiencies for the lowest income households.
The greatest effect of income on housing deficiencies is observed
for the traditional indicator of structural condition--lacking complete
plumbing facilities. Measured by the ratio of low-income to high-income
defect incidence, this effect is 38.0-to-l. However, this ratio is based
on extremely low incidences--3.8 percent for low-income households and
0.1 percent for high-income households (Goedert and Goodman, 1977: Table 1).
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In general, among urban households, the effect of income is not very strong
for those defects that have substantial occurrence among the lowest income
households. The strongest effects are observed for indicators pertaining
to heating systems. Among the lowest income households 30.2 percent have
one or more rooms that lack a heat source, an incidence that is 2.2 times
higher than for the highest income households (13.7 percent). An even
stronger effect is found for the absence of a central heating system:
the incidence for low income households (22.2 percent) is 7.4 times
greater than for high income households (3.0 percent). In all other cases
where the low income incidence exceeds 20 percent the low income incidence
is less than two times greater than the high income incidence.
In conclusion, the Urban Institute conclusion seems justified that
none of the Annual Housing Survey housing quality indicators sharply
distinguishes the housing conditions of low and high-income households.
There is not more than a 20 percentage point difference between high and
low-income households with regard to most housing deficiencies. If
households truly perceived these deficiencies to be important aspects of
housing quality, one would expect that high income would be used to avoid
the defect, but such is not the case. The chief advantage of the housing
deficiencies reported by the Annual Housing Survey is that much more
detailed (and higher) estimates of physical housing condition are possible
than have been provided by the single traditional indicator based on
presence of complete plumbing facilities. The two chief drawbacks to the
plumbing indicator are that it is unidimensional and that it currently
measures an extremely low level of structural deficiencies. The new
indicators obviate these drawbacks but introduce new problems: it is
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less certain that the new indicators measure housing defects which are
perceived as important quality dimensions by most households.
Over-crowding
A second major dimension of housing conditions has been measured
by indicators of dwelling unit utilization. Throughout the twentieth
century the primary indicator has been the ratio of persons per room in
the dwelling unit. Baer (1976) demonstrates how the standard applied
to this indicator has become increasingly stringent as crowding has
decreased. In the first half of the century standards of 2.0 or 1.5
persons per room were usually employed to signify thresholds of over-
crowding, whereas in the past twenty years a standard of 1.0 persons
per room has been used most often. Even under this strict standard the
incidence of over-crowding in the United States has declined to a very
low level. The trend in crowding between 1960 and 1977 is depicted in
Table 3-1. Over this 17 year interval the number of over-crowded house-
holds declined from 11.5 percent to 4.4 percent of all households. If
Baer's analysis of this indicator's evolving standard bears any indication
of future standards, one would expect a new standard of less than one
person per room to be introduced after the 1980 census data are analyzed.
In addition to the issues of shifting standards and declining in-
cidence of measured crowding, two major criticisms have been voiced
about the nature of crowding as a component of housing quality. Both
criticisms were expressed quite early by Nathan Glazer (1967). Glazer
first pointed out that the notion of crowding is extremely relative and
has no relationship to health needs or social pathologies. As evidence
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he cited the extremely dense living conditions among Chinese in Hong
Kong where entire families share a single room without apparent physical
or psychic harm.
The second major criticism introduced by Glazer is that the persons
per room crowding indicator does not measure conditions to which people
are very sensitive. He conducted a simple revealed preference analysis
by calculating 1960 crowding rates for different income groups. Glazer's
conclusion was that crowding is not that important to people because it
does not decline sharply and disappear as income increases.
Table 3-2 presents data on the crowding incidence in 1975 by income
and tenure type. In order to isolate crowding from other housing problems
these data pertain only to households with complete plumbing facilities.
Crowding is clearly more prevalent for renters than owners and it declines
with income. The explanation for the drop off in crowding at the lowest
income levels is most likely that these income groups are dominated by
elderly persons living in small (one to two person) households. The
highest rate of crowding (7.9 percent) is observed for renters with
5-10,000 dollar incomes. Renters with very high incomes, however, still
have a crowding rate of 4.0 percent. A similar pattern obtains among
owners--crowding declines from a peak of 4.9 percent to a minimum of 2.2
percent at the highest income level. The magnitudes of these declines do
not suggest a strong preference for eliminating crowding (as measured
by persons per room).
Another way of assessing households' preferences is to ask them
directly. When analyzing a 1969 Baltimore survey Grigsby and Rosenberg
(1975:76) were surprised to find an essentially random relationship between
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Table 3-2: INCIDENCE OF OVER-CROWDINGa IN HOUSING UNITS
WITH COMPLETE PLUMBING FACILITIES, BY TENURE
AND INCOME, AMONG U.S. HOUSEHOLDS IN 1975
Tenure
Income Owners Renters All Households
Under $5000 2.1% 4.9% 3.6%
$5000-$9999 4.4 7.9 6.0
$10,000-$14,999 4.9 6.5 5.4
$15,000-$19,999 4.3 5.6 4.6
$20,000-$24,999 4.1 5.4 4.3
$25,000-$34,999 3.4 4.0 3.4
$35,000 and over 2.2 4.0 2.5
TOTAL 3.9 6.2 4.7
SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census (1977b: Table A-l)
a. Over-crowding is defined as more than 1.0 persons per room.
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persons per room and self-perceptions of crowding:
[O]nly a bare majority (53%) of the respondents who
considered their dwellings too small actually had
too few rooms by our standard [i.e. more than one
person per room]; and conversely among the families
with less than one room per person, those who com-
plained that their homes were too small were a
minority (43%).
The 1973 Joint Center study of housing needs (Birch et al., 1973)
also commented on the disjuncture between the persons per room indicator
and perceptions of crowding. Based on detailed interviews this study
concluded that perceptions of crowding vary along separate dimensions
and cannot be simply related through ratios. Large families have greater
acceptance of crowdedness than small families, and owners of large homes
have greater satisfaction than owners of small homes, regardless of
their respective crowding levels. Moreover, these judgements vary by social
class and life cycle stage. In addition, the report found that perceptions
of crowding are based not on the total number of rooms but on the number
of rooms for specific functions (especially sleeping). All of these ob-
servations would be difficult to summarize in an indicator of crowding;
hence, analysts continue to rely upon the simple, traditional indicator
despite its inadequacies.
In conclusion, the traditional indicator of over-crowding does not
reflect adequately the preferences of households. Conceptually the in-
dicator is very important because it emphasizes that the quality of
housing experience depends as much on the match between household and
dwelling as it does on the nature of the housing unit itself. However,
the traditional indicator does not capture the detailed experience of
crowding in a realistic way; nor does it address directly the issue of
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relativism in the evaluation of crowdedness. Moreover, given that crowding
has declined to such a low level of incidence, the current crowding stan-
dard contributes very little to the public evaluation of housing quality.
Financial Burden
In contrast to the structural and crowding indicators, the indicator
of financial burden has measured a large and rising amount of housing
deprivation. As shown in Table 3-1, the incidence of very high rent
burden (a ratio of gross rent to income that exceeds .34) has increased
from 21.4 percent of all renters in 1960 to 30.3 percent in 1977. Given
that the incidence of deprivation due to overcrowding or structural sub-
standardness has been declining, excessive rent burden is becoming the
dominant component of aggregate housing deprivation measured by the
traditional indicators (Frieden et al., 1977).
A second form of financial burden was discussed in Chapter 2. Rising
costs of homeownership have been recently identified as reflecting housing
need. This form of financial burden is not evaluated in the present
chapter. One problem is that the measurement of homeownership costs is
so complex and the identification of the problem is so recent that no con-
sensus has been reached about the construction of an affordability indica-
tor (Weicher, 1978). A second problem involves the issue of comparability
between tenures. How do we compare financial burdens of renters.-and
owners? Some families that are hard pressed by homeownership costs might
be able to afford easily the costs of renting. Conversely, elderly
persons who own their homes and have paid off the mortgage would have low
financial burdens (under some homeownership indicators) but would have high
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financial burden if they paid rent monthly. The costs -of homownership
are very uneven over time and, unlike renters, part of these costs are
actually savings that are stored as equity in the home. Finally, as the
analysis of rent burden will make clear, it is inappropriate to use an
indicator of an income problem as a measure of improving housing quality.
Preceding indicators of housing quality have been evaluated in
relation to the degree that they reflect the revealed preferences of
households. It is questionable whether it makes sense to conduct the same
type of revealed preference analysis for financial burden, because the
primary measure of preference is based on income and income is defined to-
be part of the financial burden indicator. If rent is held constant, but
income rises, the ratio of rent to income will fall. If all households
paid the same rent, we would expect to find no financial burden above an
income level that is unique to each standard. Because income is built
into the indicator of burden, we cannot interpret this pattern to indicate
a preference for avoiding financial burden.
Nevertheless, all households do not pay the same rent. Higher income
households pay higher rent, but these increases are much less than propor-
tional, and as a consequence rent burden declines with income. Feins and
White (1977:134) report that in 1973 the mean rent burden fell from 0.47
among the lowest income group to 0.12 among the highest income households.
This decline was especially steep between the one to three thousand dollar
class and the three to five thousand dollar class (1960 dollars). In
this lower income range the rent burden fell from 0.47 to 0.27.
It is difficult to judge whether this declining rent burden reflects
preferences or whether it merely reflects change in the denominator of
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the indicator. Most likely, both effects are at work. The fact that rent
burden falls so sharply between income categories over the lower income
range suggests that households with annual incomes of $2000 are paying
nearly as much rent as households with incomes of $4000. Housing is a
"lumpy" consumer good and, due to building codes and other regulations,
market rents are not easily found below some minimum threshold. Thus
extremely low income households may be forced to choose the same apartments
as slightly richer households. Under this circumstance it is clear that
slightly richer households might prefer to avoid the excessive rent
burden that is imposed upon the very poor. In fact, one of the major
conclusions to come out of the federal government's Experimental Housing
Allowance Program is that families were much less interested in using their
new rent subsidies to purchase better housing quality than they were eager
to reduce their rent burden (Frieden and Walter, 1980).
How can an occupancy condition that is based on too high a rent and/or
too low an income be used as a measure of housing progress? If a house-
hold finds a cheaper housing unit, this unit is likely to be smaller or
of lower quality. Alternatively, if the household manages to increase
its income, while retaining the same unit at the same rent, this escape
from high rent burden would not reflect housing progress so much as it
would economic progress of the household. Housing is the largest consumer
expenditure that most households make, and consequently the cost burden
of housing merely reflects deeper financial problems. Moreover, the fact
that either cheaper rent or higher income will reduce households' rent
burden makes this improvement ambiguous to interpret. In conclusion,
indicators of financial burden in housing, while important measures of
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housing experience, are difficult to employ for measuring housing quality
and housing progress.
A Note on Neighborhood Quality
The long-time national housing objective of providing every family
with a "decent home" is accompanied by the additional stipulation that
this home should be in a "suitable living environment." Virtually every
analyst of housing needs has noted the importance of the neighborhood en-
vironment for housing quality (cf. Budding, 1978; Frieden et al., 1977).
Efforts to quantify this dimension have been stymied by several factors.
First, unlike a household's housing unit, it is difficult to define what
is the relevant neighborhood unit. The relevant unit could be an apart-
ment building, the block face, or the entire residential district served
by a shopping area or by a municipal service (such as schools or transpor-
tation). The problem is that for different purposes, and for different'
persons, alternative neighborhood definitions are appropriate.
A second problem concerns the identification of important dimensions
of neighborhood quality. Important features might include the physical
appearance of the neighborhood, its social composition, location, freedom
from crime, and even its access to public services of different kinds.
Measuring these dimensions for each household's imnediate neighborhood
would be extremely difficult, so the approach adopted by the Annual Housing
Survey is to ask each respondent to provide a subjective rating for a
number of these dimensions. One major fault with this approach was cited
by an independent evaluation of the neighborhood quality measures in the
Annual Housing Survey (Bielby, 1979). In common with other subjective
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surveys of quality (cf. Campbell et al., 1976), one problem was that the
subjective ratings revealed relatively little variation in quality from
neighborhood to neighborhood. Apparently, rich and poor people do not
evaluate conditions as favorably or as poorly as the objective conditions
might suggest. To conclude his evaluation Bielby (1979:28) stated: "Fi-
nally, it is imperative that subjective reports of neighborhood quality
be validated against independent assessment of objective neighborhood
conditions."
Bielby's conclusion leads us back to the problem of objectively
measuring different neighborhood features over a relevantly defined
neighborhood area. While some work has been done toward summarizing
neighborhood quality by means of hedonic indices (cf. Merrill, 19 ),
these summary measures are still based on data collected for individual
neighborhood quality dimensions. The general conclusion of housing
analysts is that "[n]eighborhood quality or condition is even more dif-
ficult to measure than housing quality" (U.S. President, 1979). In sum,
the available measures of neighborhood quality are so inadequate as to be
of little value for measuring housing progress.
Summary of Traditional Quality Indicators
Indicators have been reviewed for three different facets of housing
quality: structural condition, crowding, and financial burden. None of
these indicators has been judged suitable for the purpose of measuring
housing progress. Two major drawbacks nullify the usefulness of indicators
of structural condition and crowding. The incidence of deprivation measured
by the first two indicators is very low and getting lower, and there is
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only weak evidence that households prefer to avoid the deficiencies
measured by these indicators. The financial burden indicator has been
rejected on different grounds. In contrast to the other housing deficien-
cies, the incidence of excessive rent burden is fairly high and growing.
However, it is difficult to interpret changes in financial burden as a
measure of housing progress. Decreases in burden can come about through
decreases in housing unit size or quality as well as through increases in
income. The financial burden of homeowners is even less meaningful,
because at least part of ownership costs are retrievable through home
sale at a later date.
One might well ask about the usefulness of combining different indic-
ators to arrive at a summary measure of housing quality. Two studies that
pursued this objective failed to find any useful relationships among the
different indicators. Goedert and Goodman (1977) searched for linkages
among the detailed indicators of structural condition. They found very
little clustering of incidence among sets of the indicators and they
reported that most of the specific structural deficiencies were scattered
widely across all income groups. Goedert and Goodman (1977:29) concluded
"that the prospects for developing a single, simple measure of housing
quality are dim."
Pursuing this goal, Goodman (1978) widened the search to include rent
burden and a measure of neighborhood quality. He employed a sophisticated
statistical technique in an effort to infer a single unobservable quantity
(housing quality) from multiple indicators. This effort proved so futile
as to lead Goodman to the conclusion that the notion of housing quality
"is the creation of policy makers and policy analysts. Within the framework
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imposed by the model estimated in this paper, the concept of housing
quality has no single counterpart in the preferences of households"
(Goodman, 1978:207).
What then can we use to measure the changes in households' housing
quality? The second half of this chapter evaluates the evidence accumu-
lated by surveys of consumers' expressed preferences. Our objective is
to discover whether there are any indicators (and standards) of housing
quality that strongly reflect the desires of most households.
CONSUMERS' HOUSING PREFERENCES
The chief problem with the traditional indicators of housing quality
is that they are bottom-oriented. They are used to measure how many
households fall below some minimum standard rather than how many households
have achieved a preferred consumption level. As the preceding sections
have documented, with the exception of financial burden, there is only
weak evidence that households actually prefer to avoid housing conditions
that fall below traditional standards. Traditional measures of housing
quality are based on pre-judgements by policy makers and housing profes-
sionals. They are not selected on the basis of consumer preferences or
consumer behavior.
The behavioral assessment of housing progress requires that we choose
indicators and standards of housing quality that reflect the motivations
of households. What is sought is a measurable housing dimension encap-
suling a housing standard that most households strive to achieve, but
which has not been universally attained. The most direct way to ascertain
housing aspirations is to examine individuals' responses to questions about
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their housing ideals and preferences.
Housing sociologists are in agreement that the central dimensions of
most persons' housing aspiration are tenure and structure type. "It
seems quite clear that cultural norms prescribe ownership of a single-
family dwelling for most families throughout the stages of the family
life cycle" (Morris and Winter, 1978:105). In fact, Fischer (1976:57)
has concluded that "the single-family house is probably as close to a
universally accepted ideal as there exists in our pluralistic American
society...."
If it is true that the American people are largely unanimous in
their preference for single-family or owned housing, then the structure
type and tenure indicators could provide a single measure of housing
quality that reflects the consumer's interests instead of the imposed
judgements of housing experts. Unfortunately, a recent study of housing
preferences concluded that we have remarkably little data about Americans'
housing preferences (Dillman et al., 1979). This study noted several
shortcomings in the existing preference literature. First, Dillman and
his associates (1979:2) "...could locate no study that surveyed a repre-
sentative sample of the entire United States or even of one state." Most
studies have been limited to a single city or have surveyed the attitudes
of particular subpopulations. A second shortcoming is that the surveys
have posed a more limited range of housing alternatives than is currently
available. Not all possible structure types are considered, or tenure
preference is not queried in addition to structure type. In part this
failure to offer a comprehensive set of options to the survey respondent
is due to the third weakness, namely that sample sizes have been very
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small. The largest sample that Dillman could locate was 748.
All of these shortcomings have been allayed with the release of the
1978 HUD Survey on the Quality of Community Life.2 A stratified, random
sample of 7074 adults were surveyed across the country, and one section
of the questionnaire was devoted to housing preferences and experiences.
Respondents were presented with a wide range of structure types, both
owned and rented, that could be selected to describe their preferences,
expectations, or actual experiences regarding the housing they live in.
The alternatives that were presented to the survey respondents are listed
in their exact order and with their exact wording in Table 3-3.
However, an additional drawback that this survey cannot remedy is
the lack of a survey in an earlier time period which could be used to
estimate both preferences in earlier years and also changes over time.
A search was commissioned of the survey holdings at the Roper Center to
learn whether any questions about major housing dimensions such as owner-
ship or structure type had been included in surveys during the 1950s or
1960s, but this proved fruitless.3 The only data of any value were col-
lected in two surveys, in 1963 and 1965, by John Lansing (1966) of the
Michigan Survey Research Center. These surveys were restricted to the
metropolitan population other than the New York City area, and they only
asked respondents whether they prefered an apartment or a single-family
house. In both surveys 83.0 percent said that they would prefer a house.4
Remarkably, preference for single-family housing among metropolitan res-
idents in 1978 was virtually identical, 82.9 percent.5
It is unfortunate that the Lansing surveys did not present a question
about tenure choice to all the respondents.6 It is possible that economic
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changes since the early 1960s have increased the overall preference for
ownership because of its tax benefits and value as a hedge against in-
flation. Nevertheless, condominiums were not a widespread option early in
the 1960s and people who prefer owning today need not also prefer single-
family structures. Whatever has happened to the preference for owner-
ship over the years, it is clear that no significant changes have occurred
in structure preferences. In addition, as Morris and Winter (1978)
observe, the structure and tenure preferences are so closely linked in
practice that it is desirable to consider them jointly. The 1978 HUD
survey permits us to do this, and we will have to assume that the 1978
findings reflect the same detailed concerns that might have been surveyed
in the preceding decade.
Preferences in the 1978 HUD Survey
The 1978 respondents expressed a clear preference for single-family
homeownership. The distribution of first and second choices is reported
in Table 3-3. Whereas three-quarters (75.6 percent) of the respondents
indicated their first preference was for a detached single-family home
that they owned, no more than 5.0 percent.agreed on any other single
house type. The distribution of second preferences, however, is less
focused on any particular house types. The category with the largest
second choice is attached single-family ownership (24.8 percent), while
six other house types receive at least 5.0 percent of the second choice
"votes." It is important to note, however, that over a third of the
sample (2827) did not even venture a second preference. Very likely,
many of the respondents prefer owning a detached single-family home so
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Table 3-3: EXPRESSIONS OF FIRST AND SECOND PREFERENCES
AMONG ALTERNATIVE HOUSE TYPES
Percentages
House Typea First Preference Second Preference
A. Single-family detached
house that you own 75.6 8.4
B. Single-family detached
house that you rent 2.4 18.1
C. Single-family attached
house that you own 5.0 24.8
D. Single-family attached
house that you rent 0.7 3.2
E. Two-family house
that you own 2.0 11.7
F. Two-family house
that you rent 1.0 2.4
G. Apartment that you rent
in low-rise building
(no more than 3 stories) 4.2 8.1
H. Apartment that you own
in low-rise building
(condominium or cooperative) 2.3 8.0
I. Apartment that you rent
in high-rise building
(more than 3 stories) 2.1 3.3
J. Apartment that you own
in high-rise building
(condominium or cooperative) 1.0 4.1
K. Mobile home 2.4 6.3
L. Other 1.3 1.6
Missing cases 315 2827
TOTAL excluding
missing cases 6757 (100) 4245 (100)
SOURCE: HUD (1979: 638).
a. Order and definition of house types as presented to respondents.
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strongly that they refused to offer a second choice.
It is striking how few respondents expressed a first preference for
renting a single-family home or for non-conventional forms of ownership
(such as mobile homes or condominiums). Among those persons who did
state a second choice, preferences were concentrated in house types
that most closely resemble detached single-family ownership: attached
single-family ownership (24.8 percent), detached single-family renting
(18.1 percent), and two-family ownership (11.7 percent).
Very likely these preferences vary according to the respondents'
current house types. For example, persons who have experienced condo-
minium living might be more favorably disposed toward that house type.
Of course, the causal relationship could also run the other direction:
persons who prefer condominium living might choose that house type. Never-
theless, Table 3-4 shows that expression of preference for respondents'
current -house type is much higher for dwellers in owned single-family
homes than it is for any other house type. Table 3-4 also reports the
percentage of occupants in each house type that would prefer living in
an owned, detached single-family home. In all but three cases the major-
ity of occupants would prefer switching to this dominant house type.
The exceptions are attached single-family owners (30.7 percent), low
rise apartment owners (25.3 percent), and high rise apartment renters
(40.4 percent).
Another way of measuring people's attitudes toward their housing is
to ask them how satisfied they are with their current home. Given the
strong preference for detached single-family homeownership, we would
expect persons in that type of house to be more satisfied on average than
Table 3-4: PREFERENCES AND SATISFACTION OF RESPONDENTS
ACCORDING TO THEIR CURRENT HOUSE TYPE
Percentages
Prefer Detached Prefer Satisfied a Minimum
Single-Family Current With Current Sample
Current House Type Ownership House Type Home Size (N)
Owner-occupied:
Detached single-family 90.4 90.4 73.5 3493
Attached single-family 30.7 60.2 72.7 339
Two-family 49.4 34.6 67.2 162
Low-rise apartment 25.3 58.7 65.4 75
High-rise apartment 51.2 22.0 68.9 41
Mobile home 51.6 30.7 65.7 124
Renter-occupied:
Detached single-family 67.7 16.9 44.8 467
Attached single-family 58.9 18.6 49.7 129
Two-family house 62.1 10.8 48.9 314
Low-rise apartment 52.9 22.7 48.5 577
High-rise apartment 40.4 26.4 41.0 349
Other 61.5 19.2 57.1 78
SOURCE: Estimates are derived from unweighted tabulations of the survey data tape.
a. Satisfaction with housing is the percent who say thay are "delighted" or "pleased" with
their current home when asked: "How do you feel about your house/apartment?" Other
possible responses are: mostly satisfied, mixed, mostly dissatisfied, unhappy, terrible,
or not sure.
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occupants of other house types. In fact, Table 3-4 shows that occupants
of single-family homes are most satisfied, other owners are slightly less
satisfied, and that renters are the least satisfied. These differences
do not measure differences in satisfaction with house types per se;
rather, they also reflect differences in dwelling size, condition, and
other factors. Nevertheless, to the extent that specific features are
correlated with house type, differences in overall quality are proxied by
differences in house type.
What Table 3-4 clearly shows is that single-family owners prefer
their own house type and are most satisfied with their homes, and the
table shows also that most other households would prefer to be single-
family owners as well. In order to proceed further with the analysis we
will combine the other house types into an "other" category that includes
all renters, mobile home owners, and multi-family homeowners. The attached
single-family owners will be combined, however, with the detached single-
family owners because of the great similarity in structure type and
expressed attitudes. This broadened single-family category is the first
preference of 80.6 percent of all the survey respondents.
Although these data show that preference for single-family homeown-
ership is widespread, they do not indicate that it is universal. It is
possible that the 20 percent who do not prefer the dominant house type
are concentrated in particular segments of the population. If this were
true, we would be guilty of improperly disregarding these persons' pref-
erences by claiming that single-family ownership is a preferred housing
standard. On the other hand, if non-preference for single-family owner-
ship is distributed fairly randomly through the population, we can avoid
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the dangers of systematic bias. For this reason it is important to learn
what kind of people prefer the dominant house type.
The distribution of single-family ownership preference by selected
characteristics is reported in Table 3-5. Moderate variation in preferen-
ces is discernible across these characteristics. Whereas there is ab-
solutely no difference between men and women in their preference for
single-family homeownership, elderly persons are much less likely to
prefer this house type (69.3 percent) than are persons aged 25-34 (88.2
percent) or 35-44 (88.3 percent). This age difference also shows up in
marital status as widowed persons have lower ownership preference (63.8
percent) than do married persons (86.8 percent). Among families with
children, between 82 and 89 percent prefer single-family homeownership.
By far the largest number of respondents (3333) have no children living
at home, and their low rate of preference (73.8 percent) reflects an
amalgamation of persons in many different family stages: e.g. never-
married individuals, pre-parent couples, child-free couples, empty-nester
couples, and divorced, separated or widowed persons. Less variation is
seen among income groups. Preference for single-family homeownership
falls below 82 percent only under $10,000 family income. Many of these
persons are probably also elderly or from the non-married family statuses.
In sum, single-family homeownership comes closest to being a univer-
sally preferred housing standard for persons under age 44 who are raising
families. Even among this group 10 percent prefer some other house type;
yet as was seen in Table 3-3 there is no other single house type that this
minority prefers. Given the relative unanimity of preference among the
young adults who are the subject of this study, it seems appropriate to
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Table 3-5: PREFERENCES FOR SINGLE-FAMILY HOMEOWNERSHIP
BY SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS
Percentages (Weighted Sample Sizes in Parentheses)
SEX OF RESPONDENT
AGE OF RESPONDENT
18-24
77.7
(1277)
Male
80.7
(3237)
25-34
88.3
(1436)
35-44
88.2
(1077)
Female
80.7
(3520)
45-64
78.5
(1973)
65 and over
69.3
(993)
MARITAL STATUS OF RESPONDENT
Single
71.4
(1137)
Married Div./Sep.
86.8
(4471)
AGES OF CHILDREN
Under 5
89.2
(627)
5-18
88.1
(1464)
67.2
(442)
Widowed
63.8
(683)
Multiple
Over 18 Ages
82.0
(339)
87.8
(933)
FAMILY INCOME
Under $10,000-
$10,000 $14,999
71.5
(2140)
SOURCE: HUD (1979: 640-43).
None
73.8
(3333)
82.2
(1462)
$15,000-
$19,999
85.5
(1191)
$20,000
& Higher
86.9
(1962)
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adopt single-family homeownership as a generalized standard of housing
quality. This standard is normatively sanctioned by the great majority
of the population. Whether or not this standard should also be adopted
publicly for the purposes of guiding housing policy will be discussed
in Chapter 8. For the present, this standard should be considered a
useful measure of perceived housing quality by young cohorts.
A Life Progress Model of Housing Quality
Substantial changes occur in the attainment of single-family home-
ownership as persons grow older and advance in their housing careers.
In 1977 approximately two-thirds of all households owned a home of some
kind, but the proportion is much higher for married couples in late
middle age (87 percent) and much lower for young married couples who are
just starting their housing careers (35 percent). The 1978 HUD survey
collected data on the housing histories and hopes of American adults,
and this information can be analyzed to give us a more individualized
perspective on the process of single-family ownership attainment.
In addition to housing preferences, Table 3-6 reports respondents'
expectations. for owning their next home, their current ownership level,
and their ownership level in respondents' previous housing. These data
are tabulated for persons in different life stages, defined by respondent's
age and, alternatively, by the ages of children in the family. The
dimensions of single-family ownership form a revealing pattern across
these life stages. According to the figures in Table 3-6, fewer people
expect to own their next home than wish to do so. The gap is greatest
for young adults and for persons with children under age 18. In addition,
Table 3-6: PREFERENCES, EXPECTATIONS, AND EXPERIENCES REGARDING SINGLE-FAMILY
HOMEOWNERSHIP,
(Percentages)
BY AGE OF RESPONDENT AND BY AGES OF CHILDREN
Age of Respondent Ages of Children in Home
Under 5 5-18 Over 18
Households TOTAL 18-24 25-34 35-44 45-64 65 Plus Only Only Only
Preferring
Homeownership 80.6 77.7 88.3 88.2 78.5 69.3 89.2 88.1 82.0
Expecting to
Own Next Home 69.9 56.1 79.5 82.0 70.7 56.0 82.1 80.4 68.5
Owning Present
Home 65.4 44.6 58.0 75.8 74.7 71.9 46.2 75.1 80.9
Previous Homeb
Was Owned 46.0 40.0 30.3 45.3 54.1 60.2 23.2 46.4 62.7
Minimum Sample
Size (n) 5905 1176 1355 967 1705 703 584 1342 287
SOURCE: HUD (1979: 622-643).
a. Percentages are adjusted for respondents who were not sure of the correct
question or who claimed that the question was not applicable. Over 16 percent
question about future dwelling type were excluded for these reasons. Lack of
frequently in the elderly age group and in the lowest income category (which i
response to the survey
of the responses to the
response occurred most
acludes many elderly).
b. The home need not have been owned by the respondent. As will be discussed in a following section,
half the household heads under age 25 were not the head of their previous household. For this reason
a higher proportion of 18- to 24-year-olds have moved from an owner-occupied home than is true of the
next older age group.
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the distance between current ownership and expected or desired ownership
is greatest for the youngest persons and for families with only pre-school
children.
In their study of the quality of American life, Angus Campbell and
his colleagues (1976) found that the best single predictors of housing
satisfaction (their measure of well-being) were the gaps between the levels
of housing aspiration or housing expectation and the self-assessment of
present housing condition. Just as in the Table 3-6 data, the gaps
between aspirations or expectations and reality were by far the greatest
for persons under 35 years old. In accordance with these findings the
authors advanced what might be termed a "life progress theory" of satis-
faction. Curiously, they found that income and education bore little
consistent relationship to housing satisfaction. Instead, they emphasized
the "strong and pervasive age gains in satisfaction," and explained these
age gains by reference to progressive mobility over the life course into
objectively or subjectively better situations (Campbell et al., 1976:164).
One conclusion to be drawn from this research on housing aspirations,
expectations, and satisfactions is that a relative delay in families'
expected progress decreases the quality of their housing experience.
A key assumption proposed here is that the level of consumption is
not the only way to perceive housing quality. Housing quality is also a
8
function of the rate of change in each family's housing career. House-
holds' housing circumstances are not fixed. Households move relatively
frequently, particularly at young ages.9 A recent study of the housing
experiences of birth cohorts has documented the strong shift toward
larger and better housing units over the early half of the housing career
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(Pitkin and Masnick, 1979). Lifetime progress toward single-family home-
ownership is illustrated by the housing career data that was reported in
Table 3-6. For example, adults aged 25-34 have a current ownership rate
that is 28 percentage points higher than in their previous homes, and
the next time that they move they expect to close nearly half of the 30
point gap between their current and preferred ownership level. By age
35-44 the current ownership level approaches the expected and preferred
level, but at older ages expectations (among those who plan to move) are
for an ownership rate lower than at present.
The drive toward single-family homeownership is clearly strongest
for young families with children. The figures in Table 3-6 show that
families with pre-school children prefer an ownership level that is
nearly twice as high (89.2 percent) as at present (46.2 percent). More-
over, these families have already experienced strong relative advancement
toward single-family ownership, as their current ownership rate is twice
as high as the ownership level in their previous homes (23.2 percent).
Perhaps it is this history of advancement that causes these young families
to express such high expectations (82.1 percent) for acquiring single-
family ownership the next time that they move.10
In sum, the evidence on housing preferences over the early half of
the housing career leads to a conceptual formulation of housing quality
that may be termed "housing progress." This definition emphasizes the
average person's experience of improving housing quality, rather than the
nation's record of an improving housing stock. That the average experience
deviates substantially from the total change is demonstrated in the
following chapter. In addition, the proposed definition of housing progress
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not only emphasizes the average experience of quality change, it also
defines quality in terms of the predominant personal preference--single-
family homeownership--rather than in terms of the inadequate, institu-
tionalized indicators selected by housing professionals.
CONCLUSION
We can measure the housing progress of young cohorts by the record
of their advancement toward single-family homeownership in their lifetime.
Progress within cohorts is measured by the increase in ownership as each
cohort grows older, and a cohort's housing career can also be related to
its simultaneous movement into marriage and family formation. Progress
between cohorts is measured as the difference between the careers of
cohorts and, as will be argued in the next chapter, it is these changes
between cohorts that amount to societal progress. It is important to
distinguish these two temporal dimensions of progress.
In this chapter we have critically evaluated the traditional stan-
dards that have been assumed by housing professionals and policy-makers,
and we have affirmed the notion that consumer preferences have importance
when normatively defining good housing. In part, this new conception of
progress has been supported by the ongoing changes in the public defini-
tion of housing needs. Nevertheless, the changes in the definition of
housing quality that are proposed here are so substantial that they should
be treated as only a working definition until the record of housing
progress is evaluated in Chapter 8. While it is useful to conceptualize
and measure progress as the average individual's experience, there is no
obvious mandate that public policy should facilitate this progress to its
furthest.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER 3
1. These studies include the major national housing needs studies of the
sixties and seventies, such as U.S. President's Committee on Urban Housing
(1968), Birch et al. (1973), and Frieden et al.. (1977). Other studies
include the numerous state and local studies of housing needs reviewed
by Grossman et al. (1976). The rent burden measure has come to be con-
sidered a "traditional" indicator only within the past ten years; as a
result it is not employed quite as frequently as the other two indicators.
2. This survey was conducted by Louis Harris and Associates between
December 1, 1977 and January 10, 1978. A stratified random sample of
United States residents aged 18 and over was selected for one-hour inter-
views (HUD, 1979).
3. Roper staff conducted a search for key words in survey questions on
or before April 11, 1979. This search was designed to identify questions
combining reference to housing with reference to attitudes such as prefer,
ideal, want, or satisfaction. Not a single question was turned up that
asked about housing preferences.
4. The question wording was: "If you could do as you please, would you
live in an apartment or a single family house?" The sample size in
1963 was 824 and in 1965 was 735. This information, together with the
percentage preferring a single-family home, is reported in Table 7 of
Lansing (1966).
5. The question wording was: "I would like you to rank these possibil-
ities in the order of preference for your next home. Which would you
prefer as your next home?" (HUD, 1979:766) The list of 12 options pre-
sented to the survey respondents is depicted in Table 3-3. The percentage
preferring a single-family is calculated from data published by HUD
(1979:638).
6. Lansing's study was conducted under contract to the U.S. Bureau of
Roads, and apparently he surveyed housing preferences for the information
that might be gained about future trends in residential densities. Given
this preoccupation, Lansing focused on single-family structure preference
while neglecting tenure choice. As an afterthought in the 1965 survey
he asked those persons who did not prefer apartments whether they also
wanted to own their homes. Of this subgroup, 76 percent replied that
they would prefer to own (Lansing, 1966:18). No other data are reported
about this question.
7. The comparisons of ownership rates are between husbands aged 45-64
and under 25 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1979b: Table A-i).
8. This theme has been argued by Burkhard Strumpel (1973:86), among
others, who concludes: "Satisfaction with [personal] standard of living
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in the United States is largely a response to a dynamic phenomenon: to
the change rather than to the level of income and standard of living."
9. Over 30 percent of people in their twenties change residence at least
once in a year. The frequency of residential changes declines sharply
with age. At age 25-44 only 13.4 percent have recently moved to a dif-
ferent home, and the mobility rate falls to under 6 percent for elderly
persons (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1977e.: Table 4).
10. Katona et al. (1971) argue that in affluent societies the expectation
for future economic progress is strongly related to the history of progress
that individuals have already experienced.
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Chapter 4
THE COHORT-LIFE COURSE APPROACH
The preceding chapters have introduced the concept of lifetime
housing progress, and single-family homeownership has been identified
as a housing standard that most young adults strive to achieve within
their housing careers. If we are to make quantitative estimates of
housing progress, it is necessary to develop a methodology that enables
measurement of advancement into homeownership by cohorts. A particularly
difficult task is to measure the relationship between housing progress
and the family development of cohorts. Only after we have achieved a
satisfactory longitudinal measurement of these lifetime behaviors will
it be possible to measure changes that have occurred between the housing
and family patterns of different cohorts.
The emerging new behavioral theory that addresses life course de-
velopment and cohort differentiation is especially suitable for this
task. This cohort-life course theory conceptualizes behavior as a de-
velopmental process and it emphasizes that change occurs along two sep-
arate time dimensions--over the life span and between generations. This
chapter will argue the strong advantages for empirical research that flow
from the cohort-life course approach.
In addition to its empirical application, the cohort-life course
approach leads to new insights about normative questions of housing im-
provement. This chapter will demonstrate that measurement of improving
housing conditions for the nation as a whole does not reflect the exper-
ience of change by most individuals. Cohort aggregates provide a preferable
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means by which to summarize the experience of individuals. More funda-
mentally, the cohort-life course approach supports the new, lifetime con-
ception of housing progress that was introduced in the preceding chapters.
Rather than emphasize the nation's progress toward housing goal attainment,
or the general betterment of the nation's housing conditions, the cohort-
life course approach guides us to analyze progress along the separate life
span and generational time dimensions. While the major argument of this
dissertation is that housing progress is best conceived as the life progress
of individuals (aggregated in cohorts) over their life span, progress for
the nation as a whole can also be measured as the change between succes-
sive generations.
Three major arguments for the usefulness of the cohort-life course
approach are developed in this chapter. The first, and most extensive,
argument is that cohorts provide a better means of aggregating individuals'
housing experiences over time. The second argument is that the cohort-
life course model provides a flexible, detailed method for measuring
changes in the linkage between housing and family behaviors. The final
section argues that social change transpires through changes in cohorts'
lifetime behavior. Changes over the lifetime must be measured before
changes between generations (between cohorts' lifetimes) can be assessed.
THEORETICAL OVERVIEW
In his essay on age differentiation and the life course, Elder
(1975a) states that the cohort-life course approach, as it is termed here,
stems from the confluence of three separate research traditions "...and
their temporal perspectives: lifetime and its focus on the process of
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aging from birth to death; social time, as expressed in the age pattern-
ing of social roles and career lines; and historical time, location of
the individual in the historical process through cohort membership" (El-
der, 1975a:186; emphasis added). On the basis of research emphasis it is
possible to contrast the cohort-historical approach with the first two
traditions that form the life course approach. In the past, research on
lifetime and social time has made use of the well known life cycle con-
cept, but in recent years, for reasons to be discussed, this older concept
has been increasingly subsumed by the more flexible life course concept.
Research on the historical location of individuals, however, has em-
phasized differences across generations rather than the life developmen-
tal processes of individuals.
Confluence of these traditions has come about as the cohort analysts
strived for better behavioral explanations of cohort differences and as
life course analysts sought to place their analyses in an historical
context. Moreover, the cohort aggregate provides the most meaningful
population base for many statistical analyses of life course behavior.
Further discussion of these theoretical linkages will be presented in
subsequent sections. The emphasis of this chapter, however, is on the
advantages of cohort-life course theory for applied research. To place
this theory in its proper perspective it is useful to review the strengths
and weaknesses of alternative approaches in housing research that empha-
size population or family correlates of housing consumption. Three dif-
ferent traditions are observable in the housing literature, and these
will each be discussed in turn.
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The Unstructured Population Model
Studies of trends in residential construction or in aggregate housing
demand often make use of demographic variables in a highly simplistic
fashion. For example, the landmark study on residential capital formation
by Grebler et al. (1956) identified population growth as a basic factor
determining construction trends. Devoting an entire chapter to discussion
of this factor, Grebler and his associates stressed that population growth
influences construction by producing new household formations. These
authors, however, employed an unstructured conception of the linkage be-
tween population increase and household formation. They emphasized de-
clining household size as the proximate cause and made seemingly random
reference to underlying causes such as changing tastes, higher incomes,
changing marriage rates and the like (Grebler et al., 1956:76-89). In
short, Grebler and his associates treated the population that was gener-
ating housing demand as little more than an unstructured "blob."
Other studies in the same research area have also employed conceptual
models about the role of population factors that are little more sophis-
ticated than Grebler's unstructured model. Gottlieb's (1976) cross-
national study of cyclical swings in urban development has made more sys-
tematic use of marriage rates for modeling the linkage between population
growth and household formations. Yet he ignores all other population or
family variables besides total population growth. Given the recency of
this work, it is possible that he ignores other factors because of
limitations in the historical data base. Yet Rosen's (1979) respected
study of seasonal fluctuations in housing starts also emphasizes marriage
rates even though more detailed data are available for his recent study
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period. More recent research by Jaffee and Rosen (1979) has begun to
make use of more structured models of the population that emphasize con-
sumption by different age groups and family types. Perhaps the population
blob conceptual model has continued to be employed because of its great
simplicity.
The Family Life Cycle Model
The family life cycle model has become the most common conceptual
device for representing the linkage between population or family factors
and housing consumption. This conceptual model is especially prominent
in research on residential mobility1 and on the tenure choices of house-
holds.2 Housing research has most often followed a version of the family
life cycle model that was developed by Lansing and Kish (1957). Demog-
raphers and family sociologists, however, have more often used a formula-
tion developed by Paul Glick (1947; 1965; 1977). The difference between
the two approaches is that Glick calculates the median age at which adults
enter different family stages, whereas the Lansing and Kish method is to
construct a typology of life cycle stages and use this typology as an
explanatory variable in models of consumption.
From this description of the two approaches it should be evident why
the Lansing and Kish model is preferred for housing analysis. Whereas
the Glick method uses vital statistics data to estimate the timing of
transitions between different demographic states, sufficient housing data
are not available to estimate the simultaneous transition into different
housing statuses. The Lansing and Kish approach forsakes any concern for
the age timing of housing achievement and simply emphasizes the explanatory
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value for housing consumption of a household's membership in different
life cycle stages.3
The two methods share major drawbacks. Definition of the life cycle
typology or sequence excludes some types of families or lumps them into
an "other" category. Elder (1975b) has criticized the family life cycl'e
approach for the reason that it assumes a particular sequencing and clus-
tering of events, rather than treating this as an issue for empirical ver-
ification. In fact, Uhlenberg (1974) has documented great variation in
the life cycle patterns of United States women who were born in different
decades, and he concludes that relatively few women have lived through a
"typical" life cycle. Taeuber and Sweet (1976), among others, have ar-
gued that the life cycle approach's emphasis on median ages and typical
household types disguises the great variation that exists. Indeed,
Modell et al. (1976:10) argue that the Glick approach represents reality
only to the extent that all persons enter each stage and do so at the
median age. The information that is discarded by this approach might be
the most interesting to know.
The Lansing and Kish approach avoids part of this criticism by ig-
noring age, but this raises other serious problems. By avoiding estima-
tion-of the age timing of entry into different stages this approach ig-
nores the lifetime dimension in favor of a family time dimension (which
may not apply equally to all persons). In particular, the Lansing and
Kish approach obfuscates comparisons between generations because it gives
no information on cohort membership, age of entry, or duration of staying
in a given stage. The most that can be gained from historical analysis
with this method is a comparison over time of consumption rates within a
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stage. A final criticism is that in practice analysts have often constructed
a different life cycle typology to fit a particular data base without of-
fering any justification for its design.4 The effects of life maturation
are so strong, however, that any typology is a powerful predictor of con-
sumption at a given point in time, and hence analysts have not needed to
give careful attention to the issue of typology construction. In sum, the
family life cycle model's explanatory power has diverted attention from
the many inaccuracies in its construction.
The Headship/Occupancy Rate Model
Increasingly, studies of aggregate housing demand have adopted a
third approach that employs a more structured model emphasizing consump-
tion rates of different subgroups in the population. Headship rates
are defined as the ratio of households to population and are almost always
calculated separately for each age group.5 Applying these age-specific
headship rates to population growth in each age group yields a much more
accurate estimate of household formations than does the older method of
using marriage rates for the entire population. While entry into mar-
riage remains the most powerful predictor of household headship (Carliner,
1975) this correlation has weakened considerably over time (Kobrin, 1973;
1976). In principle, the more detailed are the subgroups for which headship
rates are calculated, the more accurate will be the estimate of total
household formations created by population growth distributed across these
subgroups. It is this potential for greater disaggregation that makes
the headship/occupancy rate model so useful.
The headship rate method was extended by Campbell (1966) to include
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ownership rates, i.e. the proportion who are homeowners within specific
subgroups. Campbell's classic study provided rich documentation of the
impact of changing population age composition on aggregate housing demand
in the twentieth century. He used headship rates to reflect a basic
demand consisting of household formations, and he employed ownership rates
to measure a second, higher level of consumption by households. Like
Winnick's (1957) pioneering effort, Campbell emphasized the "normal"
housing requirements associated with different age structures. With this
approach it is possible to decompose fluctuations in aggregate housing
demand into components due, first, to underlying age shifts of population
growth and, second, to shifting consumption rates for different age groups.
In most decades Campbell found that age shifts accounted for most of the
demand fluctuations, whereas in the 1950s the great construction boom
was fueled by dramatic increases in both headship rates and ownership rates.
Most recently, Pitkin and Masnick (1979; 1980) have extended this
approach to include a much larger number of housing occupancy types (21),
and they have calculated occupancy rates for different family types
(defined by marital status and number of children) within five-year age
groups. This extremely detailed version of the headship/occupancy rate
approach introduced the further innovation of estimating the future
changes in occupancy rates as cohorts move to older age groups. The
Pitkin and Masnick study employed the most complex model linking popula-
tion, family, and housing behavior that has been developed to date.
The headship/occupancy rate approach has three important advantages.
First, it provides complete population coverage; no one is excluded by
virtue of atypical status or failure to follow a typical sequence of
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statuses. Second, this method permits relatively precise measurement
of the variation in consumption by different types of persons. Third,
the method emphasizes age-specificity and the lifetime perspective. In
fact, both Winnick (1957:80) and Campbell (1966:16-17) argue that age
patterns in housing behavior are both reflective of the family life
cycle and more informative than family statuses alone. Nevertheless,
with the exception of the Pitkin and Masnick (1979; 1980) application to
cohort data, this method does not provide a longitudinal framework for
measuring experience. The only ways in which the headship/occupancy
rate method have been used to measure changing housing consumption is
through comparisons of patterns in different time periods or, erroneously,
through the implicit reading of longitudinal patterns from age cross-
sections at one point in time. True measurement of change over the life-
time or between generations has not been conducted with either the occu-
pancy rate or family life cycle approach.
The Cohort-Life Course Model
The cohort-life course approach stresses conceptualization and
measurement of longitudinal processes. Following sections will demon-
strate, first, that aggregation of individuals into cohorts permits truer
estimation of housing experience over time. Second, the presentation
will argue that the life course model permits better estimates of the
linkage between family and housing behavior and of its changes over time.
Finally, the last section will argue for the value of a cohort perspective
on societal change.
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COHORT AGGREGATES
Defined by their common birth year, cohort members share this
unique feature throughout their lives. The cohort members absorb each
year's history when they are at the same age. All other birth cohorts.
experience a different shared history because the impact of the same
event is different for persons in different ages in that year. In a
general sense, the shared feature of a common age at each year in history
suggests that the life courses of cohort members are synchronized. Al-
though it should be noted that there is considerable variation in cohort
members' behavior at the same age, these behaviors are more similarly
timed within cohorts than between cohorts.
For purposes of aggregate analyses, the cohort aggregate provides a
fortunate compromise that retains the advantages of aggregation while
securing the advantage of representing the longitudinal movement of in-
dividuals. Ryder has summarized well this advantage of the cohort ag-
gregate:
It is a device for providing a macroscopic link
between movement of the population and movements
of individuals. The conceptual gap between individual
behavior and population behavior is provided with
a convenient bridge, in the form of the cohort
aggregate, within which individuals are located and
out of which the population as a function of time is
constructed from the sequence of cohort behavior
patterns. Thus the cohort is a macroanalytic entity
like the population, but it has the same temporal
location and pttern of development as the individuals
that constitute it. (Ryder, 1972:105)
The implication of Ryder's statement is that individuals have very
different behavior over time than is observable for the whole population.
In fact, the primary argument for a cohort approach to measuring changing
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housing experiences relies on the fact that individuals' personal progress
often deviates from national progress. The cohort aggregate more accur-
ately reflects the sum of individuals' experiences than does the total
population.
Aggregate Measurement of Changing Housing Experience
Rarely will the national trend reflect exactly the record of progress
experienced by individual households; some households will enjoy more
progress, and some less. Still another dimension of variation is the
time shape of progress. Are improvements experienced steadily over time,
or is progress concentrated more at the beginning or end of the time
period? Households are unlikely to experience a steady rate of progress
because sharp discontinuities are introduced into the record of housing
experience whenever a household moves and, thereby, exchanges occupancies.
To experience steady progress a family would need either to move regularly
or else stay in the same home and follow a careful program of housing
maintenance and improvement.
It would be impossible to keep an accounting of the housing history
for every individual in the nation. As a consequence, housing analysts
have sought summary measures of average changes in housing conditions.
Yet recourse to summary statistics for the total population implies that
these measures reflect the average experience of change for all households
over the time interval. This assumption is incorrect for two reasons.
First, not all individuals present at the beginning or end of the time
interval will occupy, or have occupied, housing for the entire interval
of time. At the end of the time interval young persons may have just
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entered the market, and older persons may not survive from the beginning
to the end of the time span. Secondly, because of the continuing entrance
of young people and exit of old people, the average lifetime housing
experience can differ substantially in shape from the trend over time for
the population as a whole. It is possible for individuals to follow
fairly marked life cycle paths of housing improvement while the population
as a whole stands still.
Total population summary measures reflect the average experience
over time of households only under a highly restricted condition. For
example, Figure 4-1 shows that 30 percent of the population has "good"
housing at the initial time of observation (t0 ) and 50 percent has "good"
housing at the second measurement point (t1 0). Over the time interval
housing progress equals 20 percentage points for the population. Assum-
ing the number of people in each population subgroup remains constant,
this rate of progress reflects the average experience of population members
only if the initial level of good housing has been shifted upwards by 20
percentage points for every subgroup of the population and there are no
age differences in the frequency of good housing. For example, if poor
people had an initial level of good housing equal to only 10 percent,
then their final level would have to be 30 percent; and, if rich people
had an initial level of 50 percent, then their final level would have to
be 70 percent.
A hypothetical situation of no age differences at either the beginning
or end of the time interval is illustrated in Figure 4-1. At each time
of observation all age groups experience the same level of good housing.
Over the time interval all persons increase their age by ten years (cohorts
FIGURE 4-1: SCHEMATIC REPRESENTATION OF HOUSING IMPROVEMENT BETWEEN TWO TIME INTERVALS
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advance ten years), and the rate of progress for each cohort is the same
because they share the same starting and ending levels of housing quality.
If positive age differences in housing quality do exist in the population,
however, these augment the housing progress of cohorts over the time
interval. As illustrated in Figure 4-2, cohorts experience not only the
average increase over the time interval, but they also gain improvements
by advancing to older ages where the quality of housing is higher. In
the present hypothetical example, the cross-sectional age pattern shows
a drop-off of 20 points in housing quality from age 55 to age 65. This
potential cohort decline in housing quality is offset, however, by the
fact that the whole age cross-section is elevated 20 points at the end
of the interval.
What Figure 4-2 makes clear is that any pattern of age differences
in housing quality implies unequal rates of housing progress for persons
advancing between different ages. Where age differences are marked it
is clearly advisable to adopt a cohort framework for measuring changes
in housing quality, rather than to rely on summary statistics for the
total population. The cohort approach capitalizes on the unique qualities
of age as indicators of individuals' experience: age indicates duration
of time as a potential household head and age changes predictably (unlike
all other variables) over time intervals. Hence, the cohort framework
improves our ability to summarize individual households' experiences over
time with aggregate data.
Two illustrations are offered here. Between 1960 and 1970 the median
age of the United States population decreased by 1.4 years (U.S. Bureau
of the Census, 1975b--l9). From this information one could state that our
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FIGURE 4-2: SCHEMATIC REPRESENTATION OF HOUSING
IMPROVEMENT WHEN AGE DIFFERENCES EXIST
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population as a whole grew younger between 1960 and 1970. Yet the median
change for each individual over this time interval was an increase of
exactly 10.0 years. The average experience of individuals was clearly
different from the average for the nation! The explanation for this dis-
crepancy is that, even though all persons grew older over the decade, fewer
persons aged past the 1960 median of 29.5 years and survived at older ages
than were born during the decade. Hence the population was simultaneously
growing younger by adding babies and losing older people through death
while it grew older through the aging of individuals. The point of the
illustration is that the average change for cohorts is the same as for
individuals, while the total change tells very little about individual
experience.
Comparing Cohort and National Housing Progress in the 1930s
A more detailed, and more dramatic, illustration of the cohort per-
spective on housing changes is provided by the decade of the Great De-
pression. This period of history marked the beginning of sustained
federal efforts to help provide for the nation's housing needs. A host
of programs were initiated, largely because the impact of the Depression
on homeowners was viewed as catastrophic. The decade of the 1930s is
the only known time in our nation's history when homeownership decreased.
The early years of the 1930s witnessed a
...drastic impact upon homeowners: some 50 percent
of all home mortgages in the Nation were in default;
foreclosures neared the astronomical rate of 1,000
per working day in late 1931 and 1932; and new mort-
gage lending and new homebuilding were sharply reduced,
dropping still further in the year following. (U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development, 1974:7).
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Surely events of this magnitude should leave their imprint on the
housing patterns of the nation's population. National housing data for
this period of history are very sparse, the principal source being the
decennial census. The 1930 census was conducted only a few months after
the stock market crash in the fall of 1929, and so the 1930 data reflect
the state of the nation at the end of the prosperous 1920s and before
the ravages of the 1930s had begun. If a mid-decade census had been
conducted in 1935, we would be able to construct a picture of housing
conditions that reflected the depths of the Great Depression. Lacking
such an optimally-timed survey, we can make use of data from the 1940
census. Coming at the end of the decade, this survey collected data on
housing conditions that were most likely somewhat improved. Nevertheless,
the cumulative impact of the Depression years should still be clearly
apparent in early 1940.
Homeownership data have been collected for 1930 and 1940, and they
are assembled by age group in Table 4-1. Just as one might expect,
the ownership of the nation fell over the decade. The ownership rate
of all households fell from 46.8 to 43.5 percent, while that of all male-
headed families fell from 46.7 to 43.2 percent. The Census Bureau pub-
lished age breakdowns only for male-headed households (85 to 87 percent
of all households) and these are used to compute age-specific ownership
rates for 1930 and 1940. In each survey year there is a monotonic pattern
of increased ownership at older ages. In both years the highest ownership
rates were recorded for male heads age 75 and over. Because of this
pattern of higher ownership at older ages, the total ownership rate can
rise if the population shifts toward older ages. To control for this
TABLE 4-1: TRENDS IN HOMEOWNERSHIP BY AGE GROUP, 1930-1940
Homeownership Rates (in Percentages)
All Male
All Householdsa Male Households by Age of Head
Households Actual Adjustedb (25 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75+
1940 43.5 43.2 42.1 12.1 23.4 38.6 51.0 59.0 65.4 71.8
1930 46.8 46.7 46.7 10.3 25.8 44.4 55.7 65.1 72.4 75.6
Change
1930-1940 -3.3 -3.5 -4.6 +1.8 -2.4 -5.8 -4.7 -6.1 -7.0 -3.8
Cohortc
Change
1930-1940 -- -- -- -- +13.1 +12.8 +6.6 +3.3 +0.3 -0.6
Ratio of Actual
to Expected
Cohort Change -- -- -- -- .845 .688 .584 .351 .041 -. 188
SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census (1943: Table 12)
a. Male-headed households were 87.3 percent of all households in 1930 and 84.9 percent in 1940.
b. Calculated with a constant age distribution of male-headed households.
c. Cohorts indexed on age in 1940.
0H
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compositional influence, the 1940 data were adjusted to conform to the
same age distribution as the 1930 data. This adjustment suggests that,
other things being equal, ownership in 1940 would have been even one
percentage point lower (42.1) if the population had not shifted to
slightly older ages.
Special attention should be directed to the changes in age-specific
ownership rates in Table 4-1 (line 3). With the exception of the youngest
age group, every age group shows a lower ownership rate in 1940 than in
1930. These decreases range in magnitude from a loss of 2.5 percentage
points to a loss of 7.0 percentage points. From these data one might
conclude, therefore, that the adjusted total ownership rate decline of
4.6 percentage points summarizes fairly well the experience over the
decade of persons in all age groups. Yet such a conclusion is clearly
incorrect. Changes in ownership of age groups over time cannot reflect
experience of individuals because individuals do not remain within the
same age category as time passes.
It is necessary to adopt a cohort perspective in order to measure
housing experience over time. The fourth line of Table 4-1 reports the
cohort changes in homeownership over the Depression decade. The startling
observation is that all cohorts save the one aged 75 and over enjoyed
increased homeownership. For cohorts under age 45 in 1940 these increases
were quite substantial, the level of ownership was elevated by about 13
percentage points. At the upper end of the age distribution cohorts
showed progressively weaker improvements--only negligible changes were
experienced by cohorts that had arrived at retirement age.
There is a simple explanation for the seemingly anomalous situation
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where most cohorts experience substantial positive progress at the same
time that the whole population is slipping backwards. Because homeowner-
ship increases greatly with age, the normal movement of cohorts from
age group to age group produces more than enough increased homeownership
to offset the wholesale slippage downward. This is not to say that cohorts
were unaffected by the events of the Great Depression. None of them
achieved as much improvement over the decade as we would have expected in
1930. For example when the 25-34 year old group of 1930 became 35-44
years old in 1940, their level of ownership was 5.8 percentage points
lower than what would have been expected on the basis of 1930 age patterns.
Their actual progress over the decade was only 69 percent of what would
be expected had national ownership patterns held constant. The figures
in the bottom row of Table 4-1 indicate that younger cohorts experienced
much less dampening on their expected progress than did older cohorts.
The progress of young cohorts was not only absolutely greater, but it
was also more resistant to disruption by the events of the decade.
The analysis of homeownership trends during the Great Depression
decade clearly demonstrates that the average person did not experience
the same decreased likelihood of homeownership as was registered for the
nation as a whole. In striking contrast to the downward trend for the
nation, and for each age group, the average individual experienced a
greater chance for h'omeownership at the end of the decade. The impact of
the Depression was not to decrease individuals' homeownership chances
between 1930 and 1940; rather, the impact was to alter the normal patterns
of progress that might have been made over the decade.
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Evidence on Perceptions of Progress
The conclusion that all cohorts experienced increased homeownership
withstanding the negative national trend during the depression decade is
so striking that one might ask whether individuals perceive that they are
faring better than the nation as a whole. It is possible that the cohort
measurements of progress are merely statistical artifacts that are ir-
relevant to individuals' own sense of well-being. That this hypothesis
is not true can quickly be demonstrated by marshalling relevant survey
data.
Data on perceptions of progress have been collected by different
researchers through the administration of surveys that utilize variations
on Cantril's "self-anchoring striving scale" (Cantril, 1965). Respondents
are presented with a diagram of a ladder whose rungs are numbered 0 to
10 or 0 to 100. They are asked to imagine that the top rung represents
their best possible life and that the bottom rung represents their worst
possible situation. Then the respondents are asked to peg the level of
their current life situation, the level of their life five years previous,
and the level of their life five years in the future. These rankings
are completely subjective, but they can be interpreted to reveal degrees
of experienced or expected personal progress. In addition, the surveys
directed respondents through a similar ranking process for the state of
the nation or for the typical American.
Ladder ratings from 1959, 1964, and 1971 national surveys are re-
ported in Table 4-2. These data are categorized in broad age groups.
There is strikingly little variation in the evaluation of current condition,
either over time or by age. With the exception of the 1971 rating for the
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Table 4-2: LADDER RATINGS OF PERCEIVED PERSONAL AND
NATIONAL PROGRESS BY AGE GROUP, 1959,
1964, AND 1971
Personal Rating National Rating
Improvement Improvement
Survey a b
Year Age Present Past Future Present Past Future
1971
21-29 6.3 +1.6 +1.8 5.1 -0.6 +1.0
30-49 6.6 +1.1 +1.2 5.4 -0.8 +0.9
50+ 6.7 +0.2 +0.1 5.5 -1.0 +0.7
1964
21-29 6.4 +1.3 +1.9 6.3 +0.4 +1.1
30-49 6.8 +1.2 +1.3 6.5 +0.6 +1.3
50+ 7.0 +0.3 +0.3 6.5 +0.1 +1.1
1959
21-29 6.3 +1.1 +1.6 6.4 +0.3 +0.8
30-49 6.5 +0.8 +1.4 6.5 +0.2 +0.9
50-64 6.8 +0.5 +0.7 6.9 +0.1 +0.7
65+ 6.5 -0.4 +0.1 7.1 +0.2 +0.4
SOURCE: Cantril,
Table A-6.
1965: Table 18, Appendix D; Cantril and Roll,
a. Experienced over past 5 years.
b. Expected over next 5 years.
1971:
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nation the present ratings are all between 6.3 and 7.1.
Some consistent differences are apparent, however, in the evaluation
of experienced and expected life improvement. The average level of ex-
perienced or expected progress for persons over age 49 is near 0, while
that for young persons ranges between 1 and 2 rungs on the ladder. Con-
trasting these personal ratings with the national assessments is our main
purpose in examining these data. The most noticeable feature of Table
4-2 is that the 1971 respondents perceived that the country regressed in
the preceding five years. Cantril and Roll (1971) present other data
suggesting that this negative assessment is related to rising concerns
brought on by the social dislocations of the late 1960s. Assessments of
national progress were more positive in the earlier survey years, yet in
every age group save the elderly in 1959, perception of personal progress
was twice as great as that estimated for the nation.
These data ought not be accepted without question. Granted that
these rankings are intended to be subjective and specific to each respon-
dent; nevertheless, it is not clear whether the personal and national
scales are sufficiently comparable to permit the comparisons we desire.
In defense of the data, the best that can be said is that these ratings
average out individual idiosyncracies, and the pattern of greater 'personal
progress has persisted across three widely spaced surveys. The pattern
indicated by these data lends support to our theoretical discussion
about the divergence of personal and national progress. In particular,
it appears that young people experience a high degree of personal progress
even when they feel the nation is regressing.
As a final example, Campbell et al. (1976:175) have reported self-
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anchored ratings that specifically address the issue of housing. This
survey asked a national sample of respondents to imagine a scale from 0
to 100. The mean rating given for respondents' present housing was 75.1.
The rating of their homes five years previous averaged 71.6, and the
rating of their expected homes five years in the future averaged 82.9.
These respondents clearly believed that they were experiencing housing
progress. Interestingly, the mean rating for the "typical American's"
home was 71.7, at the level where the average respondent was five years
earlier. If we can assume that perceptions of the typical American's
housing condition represent perceptions about the nation's housing con-
dition, then these data also seem to suggest that individuals tend to
feel that they are faring better than the nation.
Summary
This section has argued for the advantage of the cohort aggregate
for representing the average experience of individuals over time. Changes
in homeownership during the decade of the Great Depression were analyzed
as a major example of the divergence of cohort and national trends. A
brief examination of survey data on perceptions of personal and national
progress showed that individuals also perceive that their personal progress
is greater than the nation's progress. The probable explanation for this
phenomenon is that, as they grow older, individuals advance in their
housing careers and in other dimensions of their lives as well. The mag-
nitude of this housing and family career progress is examined in Chapter 6.
INTERRELATED DIMENSIONS OF THE LIFE COURSE
The presentation thus far has emphasized the importance of cohort life
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progress in housing achievement. What has been neglected by the discus-
sion is the question of how the family and housing dimensions are related
in this life progress. For example, at one level we might be interested
in measuring the housing achievements of different family types and com-
paring these achievements between cohorts. Family types of special in-
terest might include married couples with children, single-parent families,
and childless couples. It would be useful to know whether housing con-
ditions have improved between cohorts more for some family types than for
others.
In addition to a static comparison of family types, however, a more
complex set of questions concerns the relationship between processes
of family development and housing progress. How are the acts of getting
married, forming families, or becoming divorced related to housing achieve-
ment? Are the relationships between family and housing careers different
for more recent cohorts? These questions emphasize the longitudinal ex-
perience of individuals and are difficult to answer with population data.
It has been argued above that the cohort-life course approach provides an
analytical model for addressing these sorts of questions. The present
section explains how the separate family and housing dimensions can be
related within the overall life course development of cohorts.
The Life Course Concept
The life course is a multidimensional concept. The central dimension
is the lifetime, whose duration is indexed by age, and this dimension is
identical for all members of the same birth cohort. Other dimensions of
the life course are defined by social behaviors. Major dimensions that are
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pertinent to young adults include: residential history, employment career,
dating and marital relations, and childrearing. Because each of these
behaviors involves repeated participation over a period of time, each
behavior can be conceptualized as constituting a separate career line.
Thus, each person's life course is composed of multiple, concurrent careers
in which he or she is participating. Unlike the family life cycle model,
the life course approach stresses that these different careers can be
related to varying degrees. Although decisions and events in one life
dimension influence decisions in other dimensions, we should not assume
that these events always occur in a predetermined sequence or combination.
As Elder (1975b) has emphasized, the empirical task should be to determine
what are the behavioral combinations and strengths of interrelationships
for each cohort.
The fundamental approach by which life course analysis investigates
how the different life course dimensions are related to one another is
to focus on the transitions between statuses. The transitions that are
most commonly studied in life course analysis are entry into marriage and
entry into parenthood.6 These transitions (and others such as entry into
labor force, leaving the parental home, or entry into widowhood) constitute
major milestones or break points in the life course. The existence of
these visible changes provides an important "window" through which the
organization of life course processes can be studied.
Prevalence of a Life Course Transition
Three major research questions about transitions have been identified
by Modell et al. (1976). The first question concerns the likelihood that
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a given transition will occur. The prevalence of a transition is usually
estimated from the percentage of persons who have ever experienced the
transition (e.g. percent ever-married). Frequently, however, data on
life course dimensions are not reported in a retrospective fashion that
permits estimation of the percentage ever experiencing a transition.
In such cases Modell et al. (1976:13) recommend measuring the prevalence
of a transition by the maximum percentage in any age group that has cur-
rently achieved the transition. For example, if we did not know the per-
centage of a cohort who have ever bought homes, we could estimate this
from the percentage who are currently homeowners around age 50 or 60.
Because homeownership is a reversible status, the current estimate is an
underestimate of those who have ever been owners. Nevertheless, this
method provides a reasonable estimate for comparative purposes as long
as the transition is relatively permanent and cumulative over a portion
of the life span.
Even when prevalence is estimated on the basis of data pertaining
to ever-achievement of a status, it is necessary to distinguish between
prevalence at a given age and prevalence within the entire lifetime. For
example, if 80 percent of a cohort has been married by age 30, it is likely
that the lifetime prevalence of the marriage transition will be even
greater as additional persons enter marriage after age 30. The only way
that cohorts can be compared is by calculating their transition prevalences
at the same age.
Age-Time Shape of Transitions
This leads to the second question about transitions that has been
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emphasized by Modell and other life course researchers: at what age does
the transition typically occur? A measure of the age timing of a trans-
ition is developed by relating a transition in one life course dimension
to the duration (age) of the central, lifetime, dimension of the life
course. When the ages at transition are aggregated for a group of people,
a picture of the cumulative transition into motherhood, for example, can
be constructed. In sharp contrast to the Glick method of emphasizing
median ages of transitions, this approach emphasizes the age distribution
of transitions. Several researchers have argued that the dispersion or
spread of a transition's timing is at least as important as its central
tendency (Modell et al., 1976; Winsborough, 1978; Taeuber and Sweet, 1976).
Cumulative transitions of cohorts between one status and another may
be thought of as developmental trajectories. Figure 4-3 depicts two very
different hypothetical trajectories for the transition into homeownership.
Cohort A has pursued a rather flat, slow-paced entry into ownership, whereas
Cohort B has followed an S-shaped trajectory with a very fast-paced tran-
sition to ownership concentrated around age 30. There are two points to
be made from this graph. First, despite the very different age-time shapes
of the entry into ownership, it is possible for the median ages at entering
ownership to be virtually identical. (In this case, half of the maximum
number have entered ownership by age 32.) The median age does not reflect
the fact that Cohort A has pursued a fairly age-random, though steady,
transition into ownership; nor does the median age reflect the highly
scheduled transition of Cohort B. Two methods for indicating the differ-
ences in trajectories are to calculate the interquartile range of the
transition ages or, alternatively, to calculate the ratio of cumulated
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ownership at one age to the cumulated ownership at a younger age (cf.
Modell et al., 1976; Winsborough, 1976). In the example, Cohort A passes
from 20 to 60 percent ownership over a 12-year span, while Cohort B makes
this transition in only 6 years. The ratio of progress between ages 25
and 35 is about 3.0 for the first cohort and 10.0 for the second.
The second point to observe about Figure 4-3 is the very different
implications for aggregate consumption of ownership that arise from the
two different trajectories toward the same ultimate level of ownership.
The lifetime prevalence of the ownership transition for both cohorts is
80 percent, yet the lifetime housing consumption of Cohort B is less than
for Cohort A because of Cohort B's initial delay in entering ownership.
The importance of this observation is that it shows that two cohorts can
achieve the same lifetime housing progress without consuming the same
amount of housing.8
There are several reasons why the age-time shape of the ownership
transition is important. First, different shaped trajectories yield
different lifetime volumes of housing consumption, as measured by the
area under the trajectory. Second, different shaped trajectories imply
different rates of progress toward ownership. Although it is unclear how
individuals evaluate the fact that their cohort is making fast or slow
progress into ownership, the implication is that the average waiting time
for fulfilling housing goals will be shorter for the cohort that is
making fast progress. A more complicated case is that depicted in Figure 4-
3. Cohort B experienced very rapid progress only after an initial delay.
While we cannot say whether the members of Cohort A or B are happier with
their progress, it seems important to at least ascertain what differences
131
may exist in their age-time shapes of housing progress.
The shape of the trajectory into ownership is important for other
reasons as well. Differences in shape can lead us to discover forces
that are impinging on cohorts' life development. A very concentrated
transition into ownership (such as by Cohort B in Figure 4-3) might imply
that the cohort members have a high degree of consensus about the preferred
age for ownership. An alternative interpretation might stress that a
concentrated transition implies that cohort members have less discretion
about the timing of their transitions. For example, they might feel
forced to take advantage of an opportunity that is available only for a
short time, such as a special housing program or a peculiar set of market
conditions. A final possibility is that the cohort members might feel
compelled to coordinate their home purchases with other life events that
are also age-dependent, such as establishing job security or entering
parenthood.
Interrelated Transitions
The third set of questions that are addressed about transitions
focuses on the type of relationship suggested above: how is the timing of
one transition related to another? One approach that can be taken when
data on individual life histories are available is to study the order of
two or more transitions (cf. Hogan, 1978). This type of analysis seeks
to determine the causes and consequences of differently ordered transition
sequences.
This life history approach cannot be pursued with data from census
or other replicated surveys, however; instead, we must analyze the inter-
play between life course transitions that are aggregated for cohorts.
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There are two basic approaches to this analysis: one method is to
estimate the overlap of two or more status transitions, the other is to
analyze the contingent relationship between statuses at one point in time
(Modell et al., 1976). Each of these approaches is addressed in turn.
The concept of overlapping transitions emphasizes the degree to which
two different status transitions are age-synchronized. For example, we
might ask whether or not the cumulative transitions into parenthood and
into homeownership occur within the same age span. It is possible that
for one cohort the majority have become parents before many members of
the cohort have begun to buy homes, while in a more recent cohort the
two transitions are conducted more simultaneously. Modell et al. (1976)
propose measuring this "age-congruity" by calculating the proportion of
the average of the two transition age spans that is shared in common by
the two transitions. A drawback to this measurement, of course, is that
it "...is a joint property of a pair of aggregate distributions, and does
not refer to the closeness in time of transitions of the individual level"
(Modell et al., 1976:13).
Another approach to the measurement of overlap, developed by Sweet
(1979), avoids this weakness by aggregating individual records into multi-
dimensional status distributions. In effect, the Sweet method calculates
the cumulative person years spent in a status over an age span. (This
amounts to calculating the area under the curve of a transition trajectory.)
Then this total can be partitioned into fractions of experience that are
also spent in other statuses. For example, over a 10-year age span 4.5
years might be spent in homeownership, and none or perhaps 3.0 years of
this ownership could be spent without being a parent. These quantitative
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estimates can be compared easily between cohorts.
Although the Sweet method will be examined in greater detail in the
next chapter, a number of its advantages relative to the Modell method can
be summarized here. As noted above, the Sweet method measures overlap on
the basis of associations observed for individuals. Also unlike the Modell
approach, this method can be applied to age spans of any length and does
not require age spans long enough for full transitions to be completed.
A third advantage is that the Sweet method can measure the overlap of
three status transitions as easily as two. Finally, the Sweet method
generates quantitative estimates that are more compatible with the concept
of housing demand. The person years of experience in a given housing status
are equivalent to the cumulative housing occupancy, or demand, of a
cohort.
The second fundamental approach to linking different life course
transitions is to statistically analyze the status contingencies at one
point in time. Whereas this might seem to forsake the longitudinal,
process emphasis of the life course concept, much can be gained from
creative use of adult's age, child's age, duration of residence, and other
temporal variables that are recorded by many surveys. The contingency
approach emphasizes the correlation between different status attributes,
or what Modell et al. (1976) call "integration." Statistical analysis
permits more reliable estimates of changes between cohorts. For example,
controlling for women's age, we can test the changing effect of parenthood
on homebuying. Or, controlling for both women's age and parent status,
we can test the effect of marital disruption on housing progress. These
questions are explored in Chapter 7. Because there is nothing unique
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about statistical analysis of life course variables, further discussion
of methods need not be pursued here.
Summarizing the. Advantages of Life Course Analysis
The preceding discussion has reviewed the basic approach employed
in life course analysis. It would be useful to summarize the advantages
that this approach offers relative to the alternative methods that were
reviewed earlier in this chapter. To begin with, it should be clear that
the unstructured population model ought to be discarded for purposes of
analyzing housing consumption. The cohort-life course model should be
compared only with the family life cycle model and the headship/occupancy
rate model.
The cohort-life course model has clear advantages over the two var-
iations of the family life cycle model. We can summarize the major ad-
vantages as follows: first, the life course method empirically discovers
how different life events are clustered and sequenced, rather than assuming
a constant typology of life stages; second, the life course approach
estimates the variation in timing for different events instead of focusing
on the median age of transitions, as in the Glick method; and, third,
contingency analysis with life course variables provides the same explana-
tory information as the Lansing and Kish approach without sacrificing in-
formation on the linkage between age and family behavior.
An additional advantage of the cohort-life course model relative to
both the family life cycle and headship/occupancy rate models is that it
emphasizes longitudinal processes instead of cross-sectional states. The
headship/occupancy model avoids the weaknesses cited above for the family
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life cycle model by affording the potential for very detailed cross-tab-
ulation of age, family, and housing statuses. However, the great detail
of statuses that are generated confuses the longitudinal interpretation
of processes. The Pitkin/Masnick approach seeks to avoid this pitfall
by conducting analysis within a cohort framework and by conceptualizing
the family statuses in life course terms. Nevertheless, the Pitkin/
Masnick model of 21 house types and 16 family types for each age group
generates such a large number of possible longitudinal paths that it is
difficult to use for purposes of comparing cohorts' housing careers.
In sum, each of the models has certain unique advantages. The family
life cycle model is very simple to use and is intuitively appealing;
yet, these advantages are also found in simplified versions of the head-
ship/occupancy method. The special attraction of the family life cycle
model is that it implies a longitudinal depiction of life stages. We
have argued that this is a false representation, however, and the cohort-
life course model has been proposed as a more accurate representation
of longitudinal experience along simultaneous housing and family dimen-
sions. What this method loses to the more detailed versions of the
headship/occupancy rate model, it more than makes up through a more clear
depiction of major life processes. In addition, a further, unique ad-
vantage of the cohort-life course model is its identification of individ-
uals' historical location by means of their cohort membership. The ad-
vantages of this feature of the cohort-life course model for measuring
social change are discussed in the final section of this chapter.
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COHORTS AND SOCIAL CHANGE
Preceding sections have argued two major points: first, that the
cohort aggregate provides the most appropriate vehicle for conceptualizing
and measuring aggregate individual experience, and second, that the life
course conceptual model provides the best approach for measuring the
linked development of housing and family behavior within cohorts' lifetimes.
The present section develops a third theoretical point that emphasizes
the role of cohorts in social change. The general point to be developed
has been summarized by Ryder (1972:105-6): "...social change occurs to
the extent that successive cohorts do something other than merely repeat
the patterns of behavior of their predecessors." We will also discuss
some hypotheses about how cohort behavior changes in response to historical
conditions, and about how this behavior is influenced by the lifetime
patterns established by preceding cohorts.
Cohort Differentiation
Norman Ryder's (1965) article on the usefulness of the cohort concept
in the study of social change was especially influential for sociologists.
His argument was that birth cohorts provide the fundamental mechanism by
which social change is introduced into a population. The.infusion of new
cohorts and the flow of all cohorts toward older ages, together with the
deaths of older individuals, constitute a "massive process of personnel
replacement, which may be called 'demographic metabolism"' (Ryder, 1965:
843). Although societies seek stability through socialization of the
young and continuing efforts at social control, each cohort makes fresh
contact with existing traditions. Cohorts are differentiated by their
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composition at birth and they are made more different by the unique impact
of history at each age of their lives. These cohort differences can inter-
act with period conditions to create still further social change:
... each cohort is a possible intermediary in the
transformation process, a vehicle for introducing
new postures. The new cohorts provide the oppor-
tunity for social change to occur. They do not
cause change; they permit it. If change does occur,
it differentiates cohorts from one another, and the
comparison of their careers becomes a way to study
change. (Ryder, 1965:844; emphasis added.)
The proposed orientation to temporal differentiation
of cohorts emphasizes the context prevailing at the
time members of the cohort experience critical
transitions. (Ryder, 1965:847)
Four major points are contained in these quotations. First, Ryder
asserts that cohorts provide a vehicle for social change. Second, cohorts
are made different by the interaction of their prior differences with
current conditions. Third, similar to the emphasis of life course theory,
Ryder argues that the greatest chance for differentiation is found at
life stages where cohorts are experiencing critical life transitions. The
fourth point is less explicit: once cohorts have participated in social
change they alter the prevailing context that faces other cohorts.
Indeed, Ryder took great pains in his essay to point out that cohorts
making the major life transition from adolescence to adulthood have by
far the greatest likelihood of participating in social change: "In par-
ticular, the potential for change is concentrated in the cohorts of
young adults who are old enough to participate directly in the movements
impelled by change, but not old enough to have become committed to an
occupation, a residence, a family of procreation or a way of life." (Ry-
der, 1965:848) This suggests that generational differences in life course
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development will be most prominent in the early adult stages.
The Easterlin Hypothesis
Although detailed mechanisms of social change have not been empirically
proven, stimulating hypotheses have been offered. A major postulate sug-
gested by Ryder and, in particular, by Easterlin (1961) is that cohort
size influences the life course development of cohort members. This view
has been expressed most coherently by Waring (1975). Her suggestion is
that cohorts would tend to accelerate or decelerate their transitions
depending upon their size relative to preceding cohorts. The argument is
that society is composed of an age-graded role structure (cf. Riley, 1972)
and that fluctuations in cohort size pose problems for the expansion and
contraction of available role slots. If a new cohort is larger than its
predecessors the relative paucity of role positions appropriate to a
given age will cause the new cohort to slow its transition into new roles.
Conversely, a relatively undersized cohort will enjoy a surplus of new
role positions, and its advancement can be expected to be accelerated
(cf. Harter, 1977). This does not imply that entire cohorts will speed
up or slow down uniformly, rather that portions of the cohorts will either
fall behind or catch up to the segment that is earliest to make the
transition.
The significance of relative cohort size has received its greatest
attention through the interest given Richard Easterlin's research (1961;
1968; 1973; 1978). The Easterlin hypothesis emphasizes the role that
small cohort size played in advancing the employment careers of young
men in the 1950s. In an era of economic expansion, and possessing superior
educational training, these small cohorts experienced rapid advancement.
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The prospect of economic success is assumed to have encouraged them to
marry early and to form families.
The basic idea is that if young men--the potential
breadwinners of households--find it easy to make
enough money to establish homes in the style desired
by them and their actual or prospective brides,
then marriage and childbearing will be encouraged.
On the other hand, if it is hard to earn enough to
support the desired style of life, then the resulting
economic stress will lead to deferment of marriage,
and for those already married, to the use of contra-
ceptive techniques to avoid childrearing, and perhaps
also the entry of wives into the labor market.
(Easterlin, 1973:181)
Easterlin presents data to show how the upswing and downswing of fertility
generaly parallel his measures of young men's employment experience.
While working with cohort data, Easterlin clearly is trying to
represent the changing nature of life course experience for persons growing
up in slightly different historical times. Leaving aside the substantive
content, the most important theoretical contribution is the suggestion of
mechanisms by which cohorts might influence each others' behavior. Easter-
lin has suggested a simple process of intergenerational status comparison
between fathers and sons. The young adult sons gauge their economic
well-being relative to the standards established by their fathers when they
were growing up. If the status comparison is favorable for the sons, they
form families rapidly.
Oppenheimer (1976) has enriched this hypothesis in several ways by
addressing the more variable behavior of wives' labor force participation.
First, she argues that older women were urged back into the labor force
because the size of the baby boom cohorts that they had borne raised
average child-rearing expenses. A second cohort influence she suggests
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is that the example set by working mothers encouraged young adult daughters
to work after marriage. Their childhood standard of living had been in-
creasingly based on two earners and mothers' behavior also served as a
role model. The third suggested influence is that through a process of
cumulative causation more young wives in successive cohorts worked in order
to keep up with the standard of living established by the immediately
preceding cohorts who matured at a more advantaged time of history. In
sum, Oppenheimer has suggested that cohorts influence each other via
parent-child linkages and also by means of sibling or peer linkages be-
tween adjacent cohorts. The broad theoretical contribution of the Easter-
lin hypothesis about relative economic status is to suggest how aspirations
for standards of living are transmitted between cohorts.
Housing occupies a prominent role in most persons' concerns about
their standard of living. Analysis of survey data in Chapter 3 showed
the strong emphasis on homeownership in the United States. The importance
of homeownership in the average person's conception of standard of living
was revealed in a 1975 Roper poll. When respondents were asked to select
one or more items from a list that reflected their personal conception of
"the good life," the feature chosen most often, by 85 percent of the
respondents, was "a home you own."
As part of the postwar rise in standard of living, between 1940 and
1970 the percentage of homeowners among households headed by males under
age 35 rose from 21.5 percent to 49.3 percent. Related to the increase
in ownership, the housing conditions of most American families increased
markedly during this period. Echoing the Easterlin hypothesis, Anthony
Downs (1977:168) has cited this increase in the supply of high-quality
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homes as "...one of the factors that generated record levels of new babies
in the late fifties and early sixties...." Although there is no proof
that high-quality housing leads to greater fertility than low-quality
housing, housing is not only an important manifestation of improving
standards of living, but it also serves as the immediate setting for family
raising. Whatever validity the Easterlin hypothesis has for explaining
the postwar baby boom, acquisition of higher-quality housing at earlier
ages would seem to aid the process of family formation.
Of course, as family sizes increased on average, so did the average
size of occupied dwellings (Pitkin and Masnick, 1979). Richard Coleman
has ventured the further hypothesis that the norms for appropriately sized
homes in each social class have been elevated by the birth of the baby
boom generation, but the norms for social status assignment have not
adjusted downwards in the face of falling family sizes (Birch et al.,
1973: Chapter 5). Once again the behavior of earlier cohorts may be
guiding the behavior of following cohorts.
Continuities Between Cohorts
An important regularity of cohort studies of social change concerns
the rarity with which sharp discontinuities emerge between the behavior
patterns of cohorts. Most often social change proceeds as a continuous
process of progressive deviations across successive cohorts. Even where
the direction of social change reverses itself, this change is still
discernible across successive cohorts as a chain of incremental deviations.
While it is difficult to document the extent to which this regularity
holds, we can review some examples of social change that have been reported
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by cohort analysts. Before doing so, however, it might prove useful
to discuss how we would expect social change to respond to different
sorts of stimuli. It is important to understand the cohort continuity
factor because we will build upon this regularity for one of our empirical
estimation procedures.
Some changes are cataclysmic and affect the entire population. The
most prominent twentieth century example of such change is the Great
Depression. Social scientists have found, however, that this event af-
fected people differently at different ages. For example, Elder (1974)
and Thernstrom (1973) have both argued that the Great Depression had its
heaviest impact on the employment careers of young men who had recently
entered, or who were about to enter, the labor force for the first time.
If we assume that men aged 20 in 1930 were near the epicenter of this
great employment shock, we would expect to find gradients of adverse
impact extending across successive older and younger cohorts. The older
that cohorts were in 1930 (short of retirement age) the less likely they
might be to lose their jobs during the Depression. This relative security
stems from their greater skills, connections, or seniority. Similarly,
the younger that cohorts were in 1930 the less delay they might experience
in gaining their first job. This is because the Depression lasted fewer
than 10 years, and so a cohort aged 10 in 1930 faced a much improved
employment market by the time it reached 20 in 1940.
Were the appropriate data available for the 1920-1940 time interval,
these gradients of differential adverse impact would very likely be visible
as a pattern of continuous, though abrupt, social change across successive
annual birth cohorts. In fact, Winsborough (1978) reports data collected
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by a retrospective survey of occupational changes that contains some
evidence of one expected impact gradient. For those aged 19 in 1930, the
median age at beginning their first job was 17.4 years. This median age
rose steadily for successive younger cohorts, reaching a peak of 18.9
years for those aged 15 in 1930. Thereafter, the median age declined
steadily to 18.0 years for those aged 10 in 1930 (Winsborough, 1978:244).
This pattern clearly indicates that cohorts were experiencing, first,
delay in acquiring jobs, and, later, increasing speed as the economy
strengthened in the later part of the Depression decade. While these
fluctuations of the median age at first employment might seem slight and
of only temporary inconvenience, the fluctuations only provide an indica-
tion of the cohort location of adverse impacts. Indeed, Thernstrom
(1973:70) has concluded that "...the damage done to [young cohorts] was
not temporary but permanent." He found that unskilled and semiskilled
workers, in particular, developed later career trajectories that were
fundamentally different (i.e. less occupationally mobile) from other classes
or other decades. Ruggles and Ruggles (1977) also report data showing
that the cohort aged 19 in 1930 experienced lower earnings during the
1960s than older or younger cohorts. In fact, the adjacent cohorts fared
progressively better, yielding a pattern consistent with our hypothesis
about gradients of adverse impact.
In contrast to the changes wrought by the Great Depression, most
social change probably occurs in response to more diffuse or slow acting
pressures. Some potential causes of suchchange were discussed in the
preceding section. It would be useful to examine some cohort patterns for
the fertility, labor force, and housing behaviors that were discussed
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above. These examples also reveal gradients of change across cohorts,
and they will illustrate more graphically the concept of cohort continuity.
Perhaps the most clear-cut example has been provided by Masnick et
al. (1978). Using data on the fertility of annual cohorts born since
1940, these researchers have shown how each successive cohort entering
adulthood in an era of declining fertility has embarked on a progressively
lower trajectory toward motherhood. Figure 4-4 shows how remarkably
orderly is the continuous process of social change across cohorts. The
proportion of the cohort that has arrived at motherhood by age 27, for
example, declines nearly 14 percentage points in successive decrements
between the 1941 cohort and the 1950 cohort.11 Each cohort appears to
select a trajectory below its predecessor quite early in adulthood, and
these trajectories show great stability over time.
A second example addresses the twentieth century trends in female
labor force participation. This behavior differs from fertility in that
it is reversible, i.e. women can enter or leave the labor force at any
time, and the labor force participation rate only measures the current
proportion that is in the labor force. Kreps and Clark (1975) have
published two graphs that are especially interesting because they contrast
the cross-sectional and cohort viewpoints on labor force trends (see
Figure 4-5). Kreps and Clark (1975:10-12) contrast the two viewpoints
as follows:
[T]he participation rate for each cohort rises
continuously (with the exception of one observation)
until retirement. Within an age group (sic), there
is no evidence of a decline in participation rates
during the childbearing years, as indicated by the
cross-sectional patterns.... Patterns of lifetime
labor supply for married women derived from cohort
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FIGURE 4-4: TRANSITION TO MOTHERHOOD FOR FEMALE
COHORTS BORN 1941-1952
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FIGURE 4-5: AGE CROSS-SECTIONAL AND COHORT PATTERNS OF LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION
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analysis are thus dramatically different from the
one drawn cross-sectionally. In addition, a higher
percentage of women in each succeeding cohort has
been in the labor force; that is, the lifetime
pattern of each cohort lies above that of its pred-
ecessor. (Emphasis added)
The Kreps and Clark conclusion that there is no decline in labor force
participation during childbearing years should be qualified by the under-
standing that brief life course changes might be disguised by the usage of
ten-year cohorts observed at decadal intervals. In fact, analysis based
on more precisely defined cohorts shows that a dip in labor force partic-
ipation around age 30 has occurred for most twentieth century cohorts
(Masnick et al., 1978; Miller, 1978).
The point of major interest, however, is Kreps and Clark's observation
about the lifetime patterns of successive cohorts. Just as in the Masnick
fertility graph (Figure 4-4), social change is occurring progressively
across cohorts. In fact, Masnick et al. (1978) and Miller (1978) even show
that the dip at ages 25-29 is being progressively reduced by a process
of incremental change across adjacent cohorts.
Other researchers have commented on this feature of cohort behavior.
For example, Ruggles and Ruggles (1977) used Social Security Administration
data on earnings by age and year to construct a set of real income trajec-
tories for cohorts. They summarize their findings as follows: "[The] shape
of the age-earnings profile results from faster growth for younger gener-
ations than for older generations, each generation passing those older
than itself and in turn being passed by still younger generations" (Ruggles
and Ruggles, 1977:155). The result of this process is that the cohort
trajectories are all parallel to one another and fairly evenly spaced apart.
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In the present decade, as real income growth has slowed, we would expect
to see the gaps between successive cohorts narrow, particularly at young
ages where careers are just being established.
A final example depicts the cohort acquisition of large housing units
(seven or more rooms and situated in structures with fewer than five
units), and is drawn from Pitkin and Masnick (1980). Figure 4-6 shows
that there has been a progressive upward shift in the slope of the housing
trajectories between the 1911-15 cohort and succeeding cohorts as they
travel through the middle adult years. In contrast to this clean, fan-
shaped pattern of cohort housing improvement, the pattern is much less
organized at older ages. The transition between the two cohort patterns
occurs with the 1906-10 and 1910-15 cohorts. These are the cohorts who
reached homebuying age during the Depression and war years. The cohorts
that followed them entered the housing market in decades when both economic
conditions and housing supply improved markedly. The increasing success
of cohorts in the postwar era is reflected by the fan-shaped pattern of
increasing acquisition of large homes.
In sum, these examples all show how social change leaves its imprint
on successive cohorts. The pattern that these examples all have in common
is that they show social change as a continuous process incrementally af-
fecting successive cohorts. This is an important regularity that will be
capitalized upon when developing the methodology for analysis in the next
chapter.
CONCLUSION
Three main themes have been developed in this overview of cohort-
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life course theory. The first is that the life course approach provides
a detailed and flexible approach for studying the shifting linkage of
behaviors over the lifetime. The second theme is that the cohort aggre-
gate is the best means for measuring average experience of individuals
over time. The final theme is that social change can be conceptualized
and measured as occurring between cohorts. In order to satisfactorily
measure social change, however, it is necessary to account for variations
in life course organization. Thus both dimensions of change--lifetime
and generational--must be analyzed simultaneously.
The cohort-life course approach provides a means by which housing and
family behaviors can be linked longitudinally and changes between genera-
tions can be estimated. The family life cycle or headship/occupancy rate
approach cannot be used for either purpose. The major weakness is that
neither approach develops a longitudinal focus. This not only prevents
measurement or change over the lifetime, but it also makes it impossible
to compare careers of different cohorts.
For purposes of housing analysis the cohort-life course approach has
perhaps two weaknesses. First, this method requires detailed life his-
tories which are largely unattainable and burdensome to analyze. Cohort
analysis affords a compromise which sacrifices detail while permitting
usage of a life course perspective with existing large files of census
data that can be formatted for cohort analysis. The second weakness is
that the proposed approach addresses individuals and not households or
families. Since it is the latter units which occupy housing units, this
might appear to be an undesirable feature for housing analysis. However,
there is a tradition in housing analysis of classifying households by
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characteristics of their heads.
Similarly, it is possible to classify heads by characteristics of
their households--so many heads that live alone and so many heads that
are married, etc. What is proposed here is to analyze cohorts of women
and classify their households by their marital, parent, labor force, age,
and housing characteristics (cf. Rein and Rainwater, 1977). While men
would seem to be neglected by this approach, most often they live with
women and so their households will be represented. Given the strong
role of female behavior in defining recent family changes, this approach
seems to make much more sense than the common practice of ignoring females
in favor of male households heads.
These shortcomings of the cohort-life course approach are vastly
outweighed by the advantages it offers of truer representation of average
experience over time. Moreover, the multidimensional life course concept
leads to more precise measurement of the relationship between family
status and housing consumption. Rather than rely on vague identification
of the "age of households" or "marital status of households," the proposed
approach clearly specifies the individuals whose housing and family char-
acteristics are being compared. In particular, by separating lifetime and
generational dimensions of housing progress, the proposed approach prepares
the way for a more clear identification of the policy issues regarding
housing improvement.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER 4
1. The landmark study by Rossi (1955) concluded that the primary reason
why families move is to adjust their housing to the needs of the family
over the life cycle. Subsequent to Rossi's study all the literature has
made use of variables such as age, marital status, and family size or
household composition. These variables are frequently referenced as
being "life cycle factors." In a review of this literature, Quigley and
Weinberg (1977:50) concluded that there "...is widespread agreement that
the most important determinant of intra-metropolitan mobility is the
family life cycle, but far less agreement on the definition and measurement
of that cycle."
2. Kain and Quigley (1972) and Goldstein (1973), among others, have em-
ployed an explicit life cycle typology in efforts to model households'
tenure choice. Li (1977a) has investigated life cycle effects by incor-
porating the interaction of age and family size in his explanatory model.
Others, such as Carliner (1974), have emphasized the importance of life
cycle variables such as age, marital status, and family size. In general,
however, the family life cycle model is not as dominant in explaining
tenure choice as in explaining residential mobility.
3. In fact, in an unfortunate precedent, Lansing and Kish (1957) argue
for the importance of the family life cycle effect by setting up a contest
between age and family life cycle. Their conclusion is that the life cycle
typology has more explanatory power than age, and the implication is that
this typology can be substituted for age in future research.
4. The variety of designs for incorporating life cycle factors are shown
by the applications cited above. The variety stems from vaguely stated
theoretical preferences as well as from constraints imposed by data bases,
such as sample sizes that force categories to be combined or variables to
be eliminated from analysis.
5. The first published usage of the headship rate concept in the housing
literature appears in Winnick (1957), although he notes the fact that
Glick, and perhaps others, had previously made use of age-specific head-
ship rates. The concept is now accepted as being in the public domain,
and reference is rarely made to Winnick's introduction.
6. Marriage is one of the clearest milestones in the transition to adult-
hood. To measure this transition, Hogan (1978) selected marriage as one
of three indicators, while Winsborough (1978) selected marriage as one
of four indicators and Modell et al. (1976) selected it as one of five
indicators. Entry into marriage is also the strongest determinant of
living arrangements (Carliner, 1975). Parenthood has not been used to
indicate entry into adulthood. Instead, entry into motherhood has been
used to measure the timing of a major change in family organization and
in women's allocation of time (cf. Sweet, 1979; Masnick et al., 1978).
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7. Pitkin and Masnick (1979) have documented the strong, net cumulation
of ownership as cohorts advance into their middle and late years. Once
they have acquired ownership, households are less likely to move again
(cf. Speare, 1970), and if they do move they have much higher chances of
buying another home than renters have (Myers, 1980). Moreover, those
renters who had previously owned a home have a substantially greater like-
lihood of returning to ownership than other renters have of buying a home
for the first time (Li, 1977b). These research findings reinforce the
popular notion that the transition into homeownership is relatively per-
manent (at least until retirement time), and it seems justified to treat
homeownership as a quasi-cumulative status.
8. It might be helpful to provide an illustration of how to compute life-
time housing consumption. Assume that we have traced 1,000,000 households
over a 10-year time interval. Their ownership rate was found to be 10
percent the first year and it increased 10 percent each year until 100
percent of the sample were owners the last year. If the 100 percent owner-
ship rate had persisted for the entire decade, our sample would have
occupied 1,000,000 homes times 10 years, or 10,000,000 person years of
ownership. Fortunately, however, our sample did not reach 100 percent
ownership attainment until the last year. Therefore, the cumulative
housing consumption amounts to the sum of 1,000,000 times the ownership
proportion in each year: 100,000 + 200,000 + .... 1,000,000 = 5,500,000
person years of ownership. As a consequence of a delayed ownership attain-
ment schedule, our sample consumed many fewer owned homes over the decade
than it had the potential for.
9. The results of this poll are cited by Struyk (1977:1) in an essay
evaluating the public importance of homeownership.
10. The 1940 figure is calculated from data given in the U.S. Bureau of
the Census (1943: Table 12) and the 1970 figure is calculated from data
given in U.S. Bureau of the Census (1977c:Table D). While it would be
useful to know the ownership rate for married couples, the only age detail
in the 1940 table is provided for all male-headed households. The great
majority of these are probably husbands.
11. The direction of change across earlier cohorts was the reverse. Be-
tween the 1915 and 1935 birth cohorts, the percentage who were mothers by
age 27 rose from 59.5 percent to 81.9 percent. Between the 1935 and 1941
cohorts the percentage who were mothers at age 27 fell, slowly at first,
and then with larger decrements to the 1941 value of 78.7 percent (National
Center for Health Statistics, 1976: Table 6A).
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Chapter 5
ESTIMATION OF COHORT CAREERS
WITH A CONSTRUCTED COHORT METHOD
This chapter turns to the methodological task of estimating the
development of family and housing careers for different cohorts. Preceding
chapters have presented the argument that the cohort-life course approach
is the most suitable method for measuring aggregate individual housing
progress over the lifetime. The experience of this progress can be further
described in terms of the simultaneous family behaviors that persons pur-
sue. The primary objective of this chapter is to develop a method for
constructing multidimensional cohort careers over designated age spans
from data collected by replicated surveys at irregular, wide intervals.
THE METHODOLOGICAL PROBLEM
The cohort-life course approach guides us to analyze the longitudinal
development of individuals' different career dimensions. Although such
an analysis requires relatively frequent observations of individuals'
behavior states, much of the available data has been collected in surveys
such as the census at widely separated points in time. Thus, the essen-
tial methodological problem becomes how to estimate the age-time shape
of multidimensional status change when observations are widely spaced in
time. To illustrate the importance of this problem, it is possible to
observe a cohort when it is aged 25 in 1960 and again when it is aged 35
in 1970. While these two observations provide useful information on the
net direction of change over the time interval, without observations for
intervening years we are uncertain about the age-time path of change over
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the interval. Although we might assume that the cohort has experienced
a constant rate of change over the interval, such a linear portrayal of
change could lead to serious inaccuracies in certain cases.
The age-time shape problem assumes deep importance when analysis is
based on irregularly spaced reporting intervals, such as 1960, 1970, and
1976. We cannot compare the careers of two different cohorts over these
time intervals without knowing the age-time path of change between obser-
vations. For example, we might wish to compare a cohort aged 25 in 1960
and 35 in 1970 with a later cohort aged 25 in 1970 and 31 in 1976. Most
likely, the earlier cohort will have experienced greater change over the
10-year interval than the later cohort over the 6-year interval. In order
to compare their careers, however, we would need to contrast the cohorts
over identical age spans. If change has proceeded linearly between the
two observation points for each cohort, this would not pose a problem, as
the first cohort's experience can simply be reduced proportionately to
reflect 6 instead of 10 years of change. But if change has proceeded
curvilinearly, the method of linear scaling would lead to an estimate of
change for the first cohort that is too low (if the true age-time shape
is concave downward) or too high (if the shape is concave upward). Com-
parisons of the two cohorts' careers would be biased accordingly.
The age-time shape problem, and methods to handle it, will be dis-
cussed more fully in later sections. In the following section, a number
of alternative methods for cohort analysis are evaluated. This review
finds fault with the methods in current use and establishes the need
for developing a new, constructed cohort method that will provide more
accurate estimates of different cohorts' age-time career shapes.
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Methods of Cohort Analysis
Large-scale survey data bases are required for the detailed analysis
to be conducted in the following chapters. The large Census Bureau data
files that will be analyzed constitute a repeated sampling of the popula-
tion and do not contain longitudinal records for individuals. Some methods
for analyzing the interplay of housing achievement and family formation
behavior in aggregate cohort careers were introduced in the preceding
chapter. The objective of this section is to evaluate the application of
these methods in the context of constraints imposed by the nature of the
data base.
An important clarification at the outset is to emphasize that the
intended analysis does not require decomposition of cohort, age, and
period effects. This causal analytical issue (and the attendant problem
of over-identification) is very prominent in the social science literature
on aging, cohorts, and social change (cf. Riley, 1976; Mason et al., 1973;
Palmore, 1978; Fienberg and Mason, 1978). Decomposition of independent
cohort, age, and period effects has proven problematic because any two
of the variables determine the third, and thus the system of variables is
over-identified. For example, if age and cohort membership are entered
into a model, the year of observation is indirectly (but exactly) specified,
and so it cannot be entered as a third independent variable. Similarly,
if cohort and year are entered into a model, age is automatically defined
and cannot be analyzed independently. There is no statistical technique
that can separate the three factors without forcing the analyst to make
certain limiting assumptions based on either theory or exogenous informa-
tion (cf. Palmore, 1978).
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This decomposition problem is resolved in the present research by
assuming that the cohort dimension includes the effect of year of obser-
vation. Thus, a comparison of cohorts at the same age implies that the
observation years are also being compared. For our purposes it does not
matter whether an observed difference can be ascribed uniquely to cohort
membership or whether the difference also includes period effects operating
on all cohorts at the same time. The present research is designed to
describe the experience of cohorts at the same ages but in different years.
Even if the same period effect (e.g. rising house prices) is impacting all
cohorts at the same time, each cohort will be affected at a unique age,
and this effect will become part of the cohort's unique lifetime career.
Differences in these careers can be analyzed without need to specify the
separate age, cohort or period causes of these differences.1
The methods for this descriptive analysis can be evaluated in two
stages. The first methodological decision for cohort analysis concerns
the best way to link observations into a record of continuous cohort
experience over time. Following this decision we can elaborate on a
second problem that involves the best way of linking different career
dimensions over time.
The ideal data for cohort analysis consist of annual observations of
the complete population classified by single-years of age. These data
would permit the linkage of a continuous (i.e. annual) series of observa-
tions on each cohort's life history. Such data are rare and typically
contain only a handful of variables such as age and fertility or marital
status.2 For the present research purposes, however, we must make use of
data that are collected at much less frequent intervals. The key problem
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is how to link these sparse observations into a continuous life history.
The most common solution to this problem is to linearly link the ob-
servations. Observation of a cohort aged 25 in 1960, for example, is
linked to an observation of the cohort at age 35 in 1970. As outlined
above, this method ignores the age-time shape problem by assuming that
the time path of change between observations is linear. While this might
not be problematic for some uses of cohort analysis, it is a serious
fault when the goal is to analyze experience over time. Moreover, as
discussed above, with this method substantial biases can intrude on the
comparison of two cohorts over time intervals of different length.
A second common approach to generating a continuous life history from
sparse data observations is the cross-sectional synthetic cohort method.
The basic assumption of this method is that the age pattern of behavior
at one time point reflects the lifetime experience of a cohort over time.
Because the synthetic cohort is formed by observing the behavior of many
actual cohorts (at their unique ages) at one point in time, the synthetic
cohort is an abstraction from the real behavior of many cohorts and does
not represent the actual experience of any single cohort.
The synthetic cohort method is very widely used because it can be
constructed from a single survey of current statuses. Probably the best
known usage of this method is the total fertility rate (TFR). This widely
referenced indicator of fertility trends is constructed by adding together
all the age-specific fertility rates in a given year, and so it is a
literal summation of current fertility behavior. An additional interpret-
ation that is often given the TFR, however, is that it serves as a barometer
of population replacement. This interpretation derives from the fact that
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the TFR provides an estimate of the average completed family size that
young women will experience if they bear children during their lifetime
at the current age-specific rates and if they survive to the end of the
childbearing age span (Shyrock et al., 1976:287). Studies have shown,
however, that the assumed link is imperfect between the current age cross-
sectional fertility pattern and cohorts' lifetime fertility careers.
Campbell (1978) has argued in particular that the TFR is distorted in a
manner that exaggerates the eventual differences that occur between
different cohorts' completed fertility.
The problem is that the synthetic cohort method is a rather crude
device. It is most useful for comparing fertility, or other behavior, in
different countries or in very different time periods. The method is not
suitable for measuring ongoing changes between individual cohorts because
the synthetic cohort is a summation of current behavior in many cohorts
at the same time. Nevertheless, the method has maintained its attractive-
ness because of the simplicity of its construction and because it is often
useful to have a summary measure of current behavior.
Let us now turn to the methods that have been proposed for studying
the aggregate development of cohort careers. The preceding chapter iden-
tified two main approaches to this aggregate cohort analysis, both of which
measured the changing prevalence and overlap of behavioral statuses over a
cohort's lifetime. The first method was developed by Modell et al. (1976)
and emphasizes the overlap in time of two different status transitions.
The second method, proposed by Sweet (1979), is to construct life tables
of the allocation of time (in person years) by cohort members into dif-
ferent combinations of statuses. Both of these methods were applied to
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synthetic cohort data, even though the authors recognized the weaknesses
of that approach. Constraints imposed by available data necessitated
their reliance on synthetic cohorts.
The essential difference between the Sweet and Modell et al. methods
is that Modell et al. estimate the age intervals within which different
transitions are completed while Sweet calculates the cumulative person
years of experience that cohort members spend in different statuses or
combinations of statuses. The cumulative person years measure the area
under the curve formed.by a cohort's transition trajectory between statuses,
but person years do not describe the shape of the trajectory. As dis-
cussed in the preceding chapter, the age span within which a transition
is completed, or the ratio between behavior states at two ages, indicates
how steep is the trajectory.
In general, the Sweet life table method is more flexible and permits
more detailed analysis than does the Modell method. Modell and his as-
sociates propose their method for measuring the overlap between only two
status transitions, whereas the Sweet method can calculate the number of
person years that are spent in several statuses at the same time. A
second advantage, developed more fully in the next chapter, is that the
person year quantification is more compatible with housing demand analysis
than is measurement of age intervals. However, the most important ad-
vantage of the Sweet method is that it can analyze behavior over age spans
of any length and does not require that transitions be fully completed.
This point deserves further development because it is a crucial im-
pediment to applying the Modell et al. method to actual cohort data. The
Modell et al. method is predicated on using complete life histories for
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cohorts. A synthetic cohort resembles such a complete history because it
is a comprehensive chain of age-specific observations. Among actual
cohorts, however, complete life histories can be collected only for cohorts
that are old enough to have completed the transitions under investigation.
Recent cohorts might only be 30 or 40 years old, and as a consequence
we cannot know what their completed transition trajectories will look like.
None of the transition measures developed by Modell, and surveyed in the
preceding chapter, can be estimated for cohorts that have only just begun
a transition between statuses. For example, we cannot measure the ultimate
prevalence of a transition for a cohort only aged 30; nor can we measure
the age timing of a transition that has not yet been completed. Modell
et al. escaped this problem of incomplete transitions by using synthetic
cohorts covering the complete adult age span.
The Sweet method is not subject to such constraints. The time alloca-
tion of cohorts can be measured over the entire life span, or it can be
measured over limited age spans such as 20-29. The selection of relevant
age spans is constrained only by the availability of data for particular
cohorts and not by the requirements of the analytic method.
Summary
The Sweet life table method provides a suitable means for describing
and comparing cohort careers over different age spans. Its only drawback
is that it does not provide a way of measuring the shape of transition
trajectories. For this purpose, however, we can simply use the ratio be-
tween status proportions at two different years.
The major obstacle that remains is the methodological problem of
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estimating the age-time shape of cohort careers with replicated surveys
widely separated in time. Lacking annual observations of cohort behavior
it seems that some variety of synthetic cohort must be used. Yet the cross-
sectional synthetic cohort method is not suited for describing the careers
of specific cohorts or for comparing the careers of two or more actual
cohorts. The following section turns to the task of developing a new
synthetic cohort method that provides estimates of the careers experienced
by specific cohorts.
A CONSTRUCTED COHORT METHOD FOR DESCRIBING AGGREGATE CAREERS
The conventional cross-sectional synthetic cohort method assumes
that the age distribution of behavior at a single point in time represents
the behavior of current cohorts. When more than one cross-section is
available it is easy to check on the validity of this assumption. A
cohort aged 40, for example, in a 1970 cross-section can be examined at
age 30 in a 1960 cross-section, and this true value can then be compared
with the 1970 observation for age 30. Deviations between cohorts' actual
behavior states and the cross-sectional age pattern at one point in time
indicate the inaccuracy of the synthetic cohort method.
In addition, there are more creative ways in which the information
in two cross-sections can be utilized. This section will develop a con-
structed cohort method that is based on interpolations between cross-sec-
tions. We will begin by exploring the relationship between age cross-
sectional behavior patterns and cohort careers. We will make use of the
cohort continuity factor discussed in the preceding chapter to propose a
principle of progressive deviation. This principle is the foundation for
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the interpolation technique.
While the cohort career estimates generated by the constructed cohort
method are subject to error, it can be shown that these estimates are much
truer representations of actual cohort behavior than can be attained with
other methods. A series of annual data on actual cohorts will be used to
test the accuracy of alternative methods. This test will show that the
constructed cohort method closely represents the true age-time shape of
cohort careers and that any mis-estimates err on the side of conservatively
estimating the differences that exist between cohorts.
Translating Between Cross-Sections and Cohorts
In order to construct realistic synthetic cohorts from cross-sectional
data it is essential to understand the relationship that exists between
cohorts and cross-sections. The fundamental connection is that the cross-
sectional age pattern of behavior is formed by observing different cohorts
at their respective ages in the same year. The cross-sectional pattern
resembles a "snap shot" of movement over time that "freezes" different
cohorts at different points in their life course. A corollary of this
relationship is that every cohort's lifetime career must intersect the
cross-section at some point. Figure 5-1 depicts the intersection between
cohort household headship careers and different age cross-sections in 1950,
1960 and 1970.
The degree to which a cross-sectional synthetic cohort reflects the
lifetime pattern of a real cohort depends on the differences that exist
between the patterns of actual cohorts. When cohorts follow substantially
different careers, as in Figure 5-1, the synthetic cohort career assumes
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a substantially different shape than any of the actual cohorts. In such
cases the synthetic cohort provides an accurate representation of actual
cohorts only at the unique age where each cohort intersects the cross-
section.
For example, Figure 5-1 shows that the cohort aged 60-64 in 1970
(and also aged 50-54 in 1960 and 40-44 in 1950) has experienced a very
different household headship career than suggested by the 1970 cross-
section. The true career has climbed from about 88 to 95 percent headship
between ages 40-44 and 60-64, while the 1970 synthetic cohort indicates
a career change only between 93 and 95 percent over the same age span.
The discrepancy is caused by the fact that younger cohorts, such as that
reaching age 40-44 in 1970, have experienced earlier advancement into
headship and are pushing up the headship rates at the lower end of the
age cross-section. Not only does the 1970 status of the younger cohorts
not reflect the earlier status of older cohorts, but also the 1970 status
of older cohorts probably does not reflect the future status of young co-
horts as they grow older.
The preceding chapter introduced the notion of the cohort continuity
factor in social change. This notion asserts that social change unfolds
as a continuous process across successive cohorts, with the result that
cohort lifetime patterns are roughly parallel to one another and evenly
spaced apart. The cohort headship careers portrayed in Figure 5-1 are
generally consistent with this assumption. However, the shapes of the
cohort careers that have been superimposed on the age cross-sections are
merely guesses based on "eyeball" judgements. We cannot, be certain of
the shape of the headship trajectories without knowledge of the cohorts'
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statuses between census years.
A more systematic approach.to estimating the shape of cohort careers
can be developed by applying the assumption of cohort continuity to changes
between cohorts. This assumption leads to a principle of progressive
deviation. This principle states that, although only one actual cohort
must match the synthetic cohort at each age of the cross-section, the
immediately preceding and following cohorts (adjacent cohorts) deviate only
slightly from this value and successive cohorts deviate progressively more.
For example, at age 40-44 only one cohort exhibits the headship rate
depicted by the 1960 synthetic cohort (see Figure 5-1). The immediately
older and younger cohorts deviate from the 1960 value, but not as much as
the more remote cohorts aged 40-44 in 1950 and 1970.
The principle of progressive deviation is diagrammed more clearly
in Figure 5-2. To begin with, there are two important pieces of information
provided when a second age cross-section is added to a single cross-
section. The first contribution is that the second cross-section gives us
the second end point to each cohort's trajectory. Without further infor-
mation these observations might be linked linearly, as by the dashed line
in Figure 5-2. However, if we suspect that the career path is actually
curvilinear, this is not satisfactory for reasons discussed earlier in the
chapter.
The second contribution of the additional cross-section is that it
defines a boundary for the progressive deviations at each age as successive
cohorts cross through. That is, even though we know that the values for
cohorts at a given age deviate progressively across successive cohorts,
we do not know how wide a range of values this entails. Given the age
168
FIGURE 5-2: SCHEMATIC REPRESENTATION OF RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN
COHORTS AND CROSS-SECTIONS
COHORT
A B C D
AGE GROUP
-J
LJJ
LU
-J
z
LU
z
LU
LU
1 2 3 4 5 6
169
values in the second cross-section, and knowing the interval of time
between the two cross-sections, we can calculate the average inter-cohort
deviation under the assumption of a constant rate of change across cohorts.
This interpolation process is illustrated in Figure 5-2 for the fourth
age group. The midpoint between the values for Cohorts B and D locates
the estimated value for Cohort C, which is situated midway in time between
Cohorts B and D. If these two cohorts are born 10 years apart, the age
values for each successive intervening annual cohort can be interpolated
by adding increments of one-tenth the deviation between the known values
for Cohorts B and D to the value for Cohort D.
When the principle of progressive deviation is applied to entire,
finely-disaggregated age cross-sections, it becomes possible to interpolate
the intervening age locations of cohorts between the two end points of
cohort trajectories. No longer need we connect the two end points by a
straight line; instead, it is possible to estimate the age-time shape of
the cohort trajectory by interpolating each individual age value. With
this method we can estimate a matrix of age-specific behavior rates through
which cohort trajectories can be traced. The specific procedure is de-
scribed in the following section.
A Constructed Cohort Method
Earlier sections of this chapter have established that one of the
most common methods for describing cohort experience over time is a syn-
thetic cohort method based on cross-sectional data. The review of al-
ternative methods concluded that the absence of frequently spaced obser-
vations in time required a synthetic formulation of cohort experience over
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time. The only alternative is to make a straight line interpolation
of cohort trajectories; but this method is not suitable for the reason
that, because real cohort trajectories are curvilinear, it is misleading
to represent them as linear. First, linear interpolation over a ten-
year time span grossly violates our sense of curvilinear age patterns which
is learned from studying age cross-sectional patterns. Second, when true
careers are curvilinear it is impossible to make reasonable comparisons
between cohorts if their careers are portrayed as linear interpolations
over different time lengths. We must know the age-time shape of the career
trajectory in order to compare career segments of uneven length.
The method proposed here improves on both these methods for represen-
ting cohort experience over time. In contrast to the cross-sectional syn-
thetic cohort technique the proposed method estimates careers that are
specific to real cohorts rather than specifying a career that is the
summation of many cohorts' behavior at a single point in time. And in
contrast to the linear interpolation technique, the proposed method tries
to capture the shape of real cohort trajectories by making use of the in-
formation present in age cross-sectional patterns.
The new technique also relies on linear interpolation, but this
interpolation is applied to age groups and not cohorts. In effect, new
cross-sections are interpolated between two known age cross-sections.
These intermediate cross-sections are assumed to exist because of the
pervasive continuity factor in cohort behavior, and their location is
defined on the basis of the principle of progressive deviation together
with an assumption that there is a constant rate of change across cohorts
between two times of observation. The background to the new technique is
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described in the preceding sections. What follows is a description of the
interpolation technique.
Three cross-sections were selected for the analysis reported in the
next chapter. These cross-sections are behaviors classified by age that
were observed in the April censuses of 1960 and 1970, and the fall 1975
Annual Housing Survey. These data bases are described in Appendix A.
The fact that the 1975 survey was conducted in the fall, after the busy
summertime housing season, creates a problem for purposes of comparison
with the spring censuses. My assumption is that this fall survey records
housing and family conditions that are closer to those in spring 1976
than they are to spring 1975. Therefore, part of the interpolation routine
applied to this cross-section is to adjust the data by extrapolating across
the fall 1975 cross-section to form a spring 1976 cross-section.
The proposed constructed cohort method proceeds in two stages. First,
the intervening cross-sections are interpolated, and second, cohort careers
are traced across successive cross-sections. Thus each cohort's synthetic
career is defined as a weighted average of the two cross-sections, with
different weights applying at each age. The 1975 cross-section receives
a weight of 0 when interpolating values prior to 1970, and the 1960 cross-
section receives a weight of 0 when interpolating values after 1970.
The interpolated cross-sections are estimated according to the fol-
lowing formula:
CSt = wt1960 + mtl970 + n t1975
where
CSt = the estimated cross-section at each date
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wt = the 1960 weight for each estimated cross-section
mt = the 1970 weight for each estimated cross-section
nt = the 1975 weight for each estimated cross-section.
The specific weights used for each interpolation are listed in Table 5-1.
Cross-sections are estimated only for alternate years because cohorts
were defined for this analysis as two-year birth cohorts. In general,
precisely defined cohorts are preferable to ten-year or five-year cohorts,
and for this analysis it was determined that two-year cohorts represented
a suitable compromise between the need for precision and limitations imposed
by sample size in the 1975 survey (see Appendix A). Given the choice of
two-year cohorts, age groups must also be defined as two-year categories,
and cross-sections must be defined at two-year intervals so that the co-
horts can be traced across successive age categories in succcessive cross-
sections.
The second, and final, stage in the constructed cohort method is to
assemble cohort histories from the successive cross-sections. First, the
interpolated cross-sections of behavior at each age are layered together
in a three-dimensional matrix of behavior by age by year.3 The behavioral
dimension of the matrix consists of any number of behavioral states attached
to each age in each year. This dimension can be treated as a fixed char-
acteristic of each age-year group, and so is not central to the remainder
of the procedure.
The next step in assembling the cohort histories is to collect the
string of age-year groups defined by the diagonals of an age by year table.
This amounts to working only with the last two dimensions of the three-
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Table 5-1: WEIGHTS APPLIED TO KNOWN 1960, 1970, and 1975
CROSS-SECTIONS WHEN INTERPOLATING THE INTER-
VENING CROSS-SECTIONS
Interpolated Known Cross-Sections
Cross-Sections 1960 1970 1975
1960 1.00 0 0
1962 0.80 0.20 0
1964 0.60 0.40 0
1966 0.40 0.60 0
1968 0.20 0.80 0
1970 0 1.00 0
1972 0 0.636364 0.36364
1974 0 0.27273 0.727273
1 9 7 6b 0 -0.09091 1.09091
SOURCE: Author's calculations.
a. As discussed in text, the 1975 cross-section is from a fall survey
rather than from a spring survey as are the 1960 and 1970 cross-sections.
Therefore, the interval between the 1970 and 1975 surveys is 5.5 years.
The interpolation routine applies weights based on this time span.
b. The fall 1975 cross-section is extrapolated by 6 months to resemble
a spring 1976 cross-section.
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dimensional matrix defined above. In a rectangular table the diagonals
are of different length. Some cohorts are relatively old when first
surveyed and leave the age range before the final survey. Other cohorts
are too young to be sampled by the first survey and appear only in later
cross-sections. The main diagonal in the two-dimensional age by year
table is formed by the youngest cohort to be surveyed in the first cross-
section. With each successive cross-section this cohort moves to an older
age group. By indexing on age and time, we can collect the string of
behavior states applying to this or other cohorts as they grow older with
each cross-section.
This procedure is illustrated with hypothetical data in Table 5-2.
Given two age cross-sections of ownership rates, observed in 1960 and 1970,
we can interpolate the intervening cross-sections by taking weighted
averages of the 1960 and 1970 cross-sections. Using the weights given in
Table 5-1 we would estimate ownership rates at each age in 1962, for example,
as one-fifth the distance between the 1960 and 1970 values for the same
age. Similarly, the 1966 values are estimated as three-fifths the distance
between the 1960 and 1970 values for each age. Table 5-2 gives the values
for each interpolated age cross-section between 1960 and 1970.
Once the interpolated ownership values are estimated, the completed
age-time matrix of ownership rates can be used to assemble the constructed
cohort careers. There are eleven cohorts represented in Table 5-2. These
range from the cohort aged 40-41 in 1960 to the cohort aged 30-31 in 1970.
Cohort careers are constructed by tracing along the diagonals of the age-
time matrix. For example, the cohort aged 36-37 in 1960 has an ownership
rate of 43 percent in 1960, 47.6 percent in 1962, and 51.6 percent in 1964,
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Table 5-2: EXAMPLE OF THE CONSTRUCTED COHORT METHOD APPLIED
TO HYPOTHETICAL OWNERSHIP RATES OBSERVED IN 1960
AND 1970 FOR AGES 30-31 THROUGH 40-41
Ownership Rates (in Percentages)
Observed Interpolated Cross-Sections Observed
Age Groups in 1960 1962 1964 1966 1968 in 1970
30-31 30 b 32 34 36 38 40
32-33 35 37 39 45
34-35 40 42 44 46 48 50
36-37 43 45.4 47.8 50.2 52.6 55
38-39 45 47.6 50.2 52.8 5.4 58
40-41 46 48.8 51.6 54.4 57.2 60
SOURCE: Author's calculations.
a. The interpolated cross-sections are estimated as the weighted average
of the ownership rates for specific age groups in 1960 and 1970. (The
weights are given in Table 5-1.) For example, the age values in 1962
are one-fifth the distance between the 1960 and 1970 values, the age
values in 1964 are two-fifths the distance, etc.
b. Cohort careers are constructed by tracing along the diagonals of an
age-time matrix of ownership rates. For example, the cohort aged 30-31
in 1960 has an ownership rate of 30 percent in 1960, a rate of 37 per-
cent when it is aged 32-33 in 1962, a rate of 44 percent at age 34-35
in 1964, a rate of 50.2 percent at age 36-37 in 1966, a rate of 55.4
percent at age 38-39 in 1968, and a rate of 60 percent at age 40-41 in
1970.
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after which it matures beyond the relevant age span. The 1960 value for
this cohort is observed, while the 1962 and 1964 values are estimated as
weighted averages of the 1960 and 1970 values (see above). Similar pro-
cedures are followed to construct the careers of each of the other cohorts.
How accurate is this interpolated synthetic cohort method? In the
remaining section of this chapter the proposed new method is applied to a
data set containing real data for single-year cohorts surveyed annually.
The estimated cohort careers can be compared to the actual careers, and
the relative accuracy of this method is assessed through comparison with
other methods of representing cohort experience.
A Test of the Constructed Cohort Method
There are extremely few data sources that provide annual observations
of single-year cohorts. Perhaps the only source that provides data per-
taining to the entire United States population is the National Center for
Health Statistics. This agency has published annual data on the fertility
behavior of American women (National Center for Health Statistics, 1976).
The data can be formatted in both cross-sectional and cohort form. By
applying the interpolated synthetic cohort method to the cross-sectional
data we can estimate cohort fertility careers and then compare these es-
timates to the actual cohort data.
Following the reasoning of Masnick et al. (1978), the fertility data
are categorized into a dichotomous variable reflecting a key life course
status--the attainment of motherhood. For cohorts this amounts to meas-
uring the transition to motherhood. The task here is to estimate the
trajectory by which each cohort passes from no children ever born to
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increasing fractions with one or more children ever born. For this analysis
we will make use of 1960, 1970, and 1976 cross-sections. The interpolation
procedure is the same as described in the preceding section, with the
single exception that the six-year time span between 1970 and 1976 requires
appropriately different weights.4
A comparison test was conducted for every fourth single-year cohort
born between 1936 and 1952. These cohorts experienced young adulthood
between 1960 and 1976, and so their true behavior can be compared with
their estimated behavior over the 20-36 age span. Figure 5-3 portrays
four of these cohorts over the 22-36 age span. (The 1936 cohort is
omitted to make the figure more legible.) This figure superimposes three
different cohort representations: a) the 1960, 1970, and 1976 cross-sec-
tional synthetic cohorts; b) the constructed cohorts; and, c) the true
cohort data.
Some initial observations need to be made about the cross-sectional
synthetic cohorts. At young ages they are layered chronologically, with
the 1970 cross-section evidencing higher motherhood than the 1976 cross-
section and with the 1960 cross-section showing still higher incidence of
motherhood. At older ages, however, the cross-sectional cohorts cross one
another. This happens because the cohorts in higher ages in 1960 had
achieved relatively low motherhood, while higher fractions of older women
in 1970 and 1976 had borne children. This might seem anomalous given that
1960 was near the height of the baby boom, but the explanation is simply
that older women in 1960 had entered the prime childbearing years before
the baby boom commenced. The relatively low motherhood at older ages in
1960, thus, can be explained as a relic of an earlier historical era.
FIGURE 5-3: GRAPHICAL COMPARISON OF COHORT METHODS
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Conversely, the relatively high attainment of motherhood by older ages in
1970 or 1976 can be explained as the passage of baby boom mothers from
young ages in 1960 to older ages later on. As the result of the shifting
alignment of cohorts with different motherhood histories, each of the
cross-sections has a somewhat different shape.
The constructed cohort method seeks to adjust for these differences
between cross-sections, and the shape of the estimated curves much more
closely resembles that of the true cohort motherhood trajectories. Never-
theless, the estimated curves do not replicate the true curves in every
case. Because the test cohorts are spaced four years apart, the true
cohort curves appear on the graph paired with their respective estimated
curves. The gap between the estimated and true curves has been shaded to
highlight the deviations that occur. The 1944 and 1952 estimated curves
closely resemble the true curves for these cohorts. The 1948 curve is
also a fairly close approximation of the true data, but the 1940 cohort
estimate deviates more substantially.
Part of the explanation for this differential success is that the
estimate is closest in those cases where true values from the cross-sections
are strategically positioned in the curve (e.g. 1944 or 1952). Because
the curvature of the trajectories is so great in the 20-29 age span, the
availability of known values in the mid-twenties greatly improves the
constructed estimates. Congruent with the principle of progressive devia-
tion, the estimates within each curve are more accurate closer to the
ages where true values exist.
A second explanation, however, for the differential success concerns
the appropriateness of the constant change assumption for interpolating
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intervening age cross-sections. In particular, the interpolations over
the long 1960-1970 time span are especially vulnerable to fluctuations
in the rate of change across cohorts. It is possible, for example, that
a disproportionate amount of the change over the 1960s occurred in the
latter part of the decade. In this event, the interpolations of the
early 1960s would deviate substantially from the actual data, and the
interpolations would be substantially more accurate in the later part
of the decade as actual behavior caught up to the pattern assumed under
a constant rate of change.
In order to fully evaluate the proposed constructed cohort method
it is necessary to compare its estimates with those of other methods.
The two competing methods that have been identified are the cross-sectional
synthetic cohort method and the linked linear cohort method. The latter
approach also involves interpolation, but rather than interpolating in-
tervening cross-sections in order to estimate cohort curves, this approach
directly interpolates a straight line between known values at different
ages for the same cohort. Applied to the test data this approach involves
direct interpolation between 1960 and 1970 values and between 1970 and
1976 values. From what has been learned already, such a linear approach
would substantially underestimate a cohort's status midway between two
observation points.
A quantitative analysis has been conducted to help evaluate the
relative accuracy of the different methods. This analysis measures the
deviation of alternative estimates from the true cohort career. Table 5-3
summarizes the results of this analysis for each of the five cohorts
selected for the test. The deviations summarized in the analysis are
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expressed as percentages of the total maximum person years of motherhood
that a cohort could experience over a time span. For example, in ten
years of life (e.g. ages 25 through 34) a cohort of 1000 women has 10,000
person years of experience. If 100 percent of the cohort had achieved
motherhood by age 25, then all 10,000 person years (or 100 percent of the
cohort's lifetime) would be experienced in the ever-mother status. In
reality the fraction who are mothers starts off low and grows over time.
In Table 5-3 the deviation of the estimated from the true motherhood
experience is expressed as a percentage of the total person years lived
over the given age span. This amounts to a statement of the percentage
of a cohort's lifetime that has been misallocated by each cohort estimation
procedure.
The estimates presented in Table 5-3 give clear support to the con-
structed cohort method. As suggested by inspection of Figure 5-3, the
estimate for the 1940 cohort is least accurate, and this mis-estimate
equals 1.18 percent of the cohort's total person years (time) over the 20-
36 age span. The linear cohort method produces a much worse estimate for
this cohort; the misallocation of time equals 5.42 percent. Three synthetic
cohorts were tested, one for each of the cross-sections. The 1960 synthetic
cohort performed slightly better than the constructed cohort (a misalloca-
tion of 1.12 percent), but the 1970 synthetic cohort (4.10) and 1976 syn-
thetic cohort (9.27) performed much worse. In fact, despite the 1960 syn-
thetic cohort's superior estimate of the 1940 cohort's motherhood experience,
in all other cases the constructed estimate is more accurate. With the
exception of the 1960 synthetic cohort estimate of the 1936 cohort, which
is only somewhat less accurate than the constructed cohort estimate (1.93
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Table 5-3: COMPARISON OF THE ACCURACY OF THREE COHORT
CONSTRUCTION METHODS (Deviations of Estimates
from True Values Expressed as a Percentage of
Total Person Years)
Method
Cross-Sectional Linked
Cohort Constructed 1960 1970 1976 Linear
1936 Under-estimate -1.14 -1.93 -3.06 -8.99 -3.26
Over-estimate 0 0 0.03 0 0
Total
Mis-estimate 1.14 1.93 3.09 8.99 3.26
1940 Under-estimate -1.18 -0.71 -3.74 -9.27 -5.42
Over-estimate 0 0.41 0.36 0 0
Total
Mis-estimate 1.18 1.12 4.10 9.27 5.42
1944 Under-estimate -0.25 0 -1.60 -7.14 -1.33b
Over-estimate 0.04 4.66 1.43 0 0
Total b
Mis-estimate 0.29 4.66 3.03 7.14 1 .3 3
1948 Under-estimate -0.67 0- -0.12 -4.98 -2.22
Over-estimate 0.15 10.39 2.78 0 0
Total
Mis-estimate 0.82 10.39 2.90 4.98 2.22
1952 Under-estimate -0.21 0 0 -1.70 NA
Over-estimate 0.03 14.40 4.87 0 NA
Total
Mis-estimate 0.24 14.40 4.87 1.70 NA
SOURCE: Calculations based on data reported by the National Center for
Health Statistics (1976).
a. May be interpreted as the percentage of a cohort's time that is
misallocated by the estimate procedure.
b. Observations available for this method include only 1970-1976
(ages 26-32).
c. Observations available for this method include only 1970-1976
(ages 22-28).
NA No observations available for this method.
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vs. 1.14 percent), no other cross-sectional synthetic cohort estimate is
less than 2.7 times as inaccurate as the constructed cohort estimate.
In addition to the estimate of total deviation, Table 5-3 reports
how much the constructed cohort under-estimates and over-estimates the
true cohort. The linear cohort method produces estimates that fall beneath
the true cohort curve at every age. The entire mis-estimate of the linear
cohort method is an under-estimate of each true cohort. The bulk of the
constructed cohort method's mis-estimates are also under-estimates; only
a small amount of over-estimation occurs in three cohorts. In contrast,
the cross-sectional synthetic cohort method produces both under-estimates
and over-estimates. Most important, for three cohorts (1940, 1944 and 1948)
the best fitting synthetic estimate of the true cohort is composed of both
under-estimates and over-estimates for the same cohort. These deviations
are not distributed randomly between under- and over-estimates; instead,
there is a systematic bias in the pattern. Under-estimates are recorded
at young ages and over-estimates are observed at older ages. This bias
has the effect of tilting the slope of the trajectory upward, with the
fulcrum point and the shift from under- to over-estimate located at the age
where the cohort intersects the age cross-section that forms the synthetic
cohort. (See, for example, the 1944 cohort and 1970 cross-section in
Figure 5-3.)
In summary, the constructed cohort method provides a reasonably accur-
ate estimate of true cohort behavior. In general, the constructed cohort
estimates are much more accurate than any provided by the other methods.
In addition, the constructed method provides a more faithful representation
of the age-time shape of the cohort trajectory than do the other methods.
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The linear method assumes a linear cohort trajectory, while the cross-
sectional synthetic cohort method exaggerates the slope of the trajectory.
For these reasons, the constructed cohort method is clearly preferable.
The constructed cohort method could be made still more accurate by
modifying the assumption that a constant rate of change occurs across
cohorts between two observation. points. Sufficient data exist to make
this adjustment for the estimation of fertility behavior, but adequate
data do not exist for other behaviors that are to be investigated in the
following chapter. Therefore, the necessary assumption is that each
behavior is characterized by a constant rate of change across cohorts over
the time interval.
CONCLUSION
In this chapter we have evaluated the alternative methods by which
cohort careers may be described. The nature of the available data neces-
sitates reliance on a form of synthetic cohort analysis. The Sweet life
table method of analyzing cohort participation in different life course
behavior combinations provides the most useful method for descriptive
analysis. The most serious drawback to this approach, however, is that
Sweet has relied on cross-sectional synthetic cohorts. The second purpose
of this chapter has been to propose an improved synthetic cohort method
that utilizes multiple cross-sections to interpolate cohort careers. This
constructed cohort method generates more accurate estimates of true cohort
behavior than do other methods, although these estimates are still imperfect.
Nevertheless, the estimates of cohort careers are sufficiently accurate
to permit analysis of differences between cohorts over time. The major
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weakness of the proposed method is that change is assumed to proceed at a
constant rate between observations. When change is increasing or decreas-
ing during the time between observations, this creates a bias that reduces
the differences estimated to exist between cohorts. Recognizing the con-
servative bias of the proposed method, let us turn now to analysis of
cohort changes during the 1960-1970 period.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER 5
1. Chapter 7 presents a causal analysis of cohort differences at a single
point in time. While this analysis still maintains the assumption that
cohort differences include period effects, the conclusion to the chapter
discusses the likely sources of differences that are observed.
2. The Annual Housing Survey, conducted by the Bureau of the Census for
the Department of Housing and Urban Development, surveys housing and
family characteristics annually. This important data source was initiated
by a 1973 survey of 60,000 dwelling units, and subsequent surveys have
questioned between 70 and 80,000 households (Goering, 1979). Unfortunately,
no survey of comparable scope or quality was conducted between 1960 and
1970, so the wealth of data in the 1970s stands in marked contrast to
housing data for prior periods.
3. The APL programming language (cf. Gilman and Rose, 1976) was employed
for both the interpolation and cohort construction programming operations.
APL is especially designed for matrix operations and contains facilities
that permit restructuring of matrices in ways ideally suited to the con-
structed cohort method.
4. The weights required for interpolation between 1970 and 1976 are as
follows:
Interpolated 1970 Cross-Section 1976 Cross-Section
Cross-Sections
1970 1.00 0
1972 .6666667 .3333333
1974 .3333333 .6666667
1976 0 1.00
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Chapter 6
CHANGING COHORT FAMILY AND HOUSING CAREERS
The preceding chapter has laid the methodological groundwork for
estimating cohort family and housing careers. In the present chapter
the constructed cohort method is applied to 1960, 1970 and 1975 cross-sec-
tional data. As discussed in the preceding chapter, the fall 1975 data
are transformed to a spring 1976 population estimate, and the intervening
cross-sections are interpolated between 1960 and 1970, and between 1970
and 1976. This method introduces a conservative bias into the measure-
ment of changes over time because of the assumption that change occurs at
a constant rate between the known cross-sections. Nevertheless, the
constructed cohort method has been shown to be superior in estimation
accuracy to the alternative methods. The changes described in this chap-
ter can be viewed as reasonable, but understated, estimates of true
behavioral changes.
Three main research questions will be investigated in this chapter.
The review of cohort-life course theory in Chapter 4 established the
importance of the age-time shape of cohort transitions between statuses.
The first research objective is to estimate the transition trajectories
of different cohorts for several, separate life course dimensions. The
age-time shapes of cohorts' transitions will be compared by calculating
the ratios of status proportions between two ages. The second objective
is to estimate and compare cohorts' cumulative person years of experience
in different statuses. The major dimension of interest is the aggregate
lifetime consumption of housing, measured both at the level of'household
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formations and at the level of single-family owner occupancy. 'The third
research question to be addressed concerns the overlap between years of
housing consumption and participation in different family statuses. We
will begin by exploring the overlap in time of the two levels of housing
consumption and individual family statuses. After this initial analysis,
the lifetime differences in housing consumption between cohorts will be
decomposed into components of change due to differences in family behavior
and due to changes in the consumption rates of specific family types at
each age. This analysis will provide summary estimates of the impact of
changing family formation patterns on cohorts' housing consumption careers.
CAREER DIMENSIONS OF THE LIFE COURSE
Six life course dimensions have been selected for analysis. These
variables are age, marital status, parental status, family income, labor
force participation, and housing consumption. These dimensions were
selected on the basis of their prominence in the life course literature,
subject to constraints imposed by the data base. Although living arrange-
ments are a frequent consideration in life course studies, housing con-
sumption is not. The following analysis represents one of the first
efforts to study changes in housing consumption within a life course
framework. The definition and significance of each of the six life course
dimensions is discussed in turn.
Definition of Life Course Variables
Age plays a central role in the structure of life course analysis.
As discussed in Chapter 4, age forms the core life course dimension
around which the other dimensions are related. Age defines stages in life
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and it provides a metric for measuring the timing and cumulative years
experienced in other statuses. For the purposes of my analysis age has
been grouped in two-year categories from 18-19 through 38-39. Grouping
was necessary in order to reduce sampling error of rare statuses in the
1975 survey. (See Appendix A.)
The 18-39 age range was defined for analysis because it encompasses
the bulk of the lifetime years when families are formed and housing
improvements are achieved. Starting the analysis as early as age 18 is
difficult because of the great turmoil in residential location and social
roles that occurs at these ages. Survey estimates and census counts of
these individuals are relatively unreliable because so many live outside
of households, move too frequently to be located by researchers, or give
incorrect reports of their current residential status. The analysis
presented in Appendix A (describing the data base) suggests that the age
groups above age 21 are relatively free of these problems. The age
range was terminated at 39 because beyond this age a significant number
of mothers have children who have already left home. Because of reliance
on a children-present variable (described below), inclusion of women
older than age 39 would confuse empty nesters with women who never had
children at home. In addition, the analysis of housing preferences in
Chapter 3 indicated that the strong aspiration for homeownership began
to weaken in the 40-44 age range. Furthermore, the U.S. Bureau of the
Census has long published age break-downs for household heads (primarily
male) that separate 35-44 year-olds from those aged 45 and older. The
under 45/over 44 split has also been long recognized in family life cycle
analysis. Given that these ages usually are applied to males and that
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females typically arrive at the same life stage two or three years ear-
lier, it seems reasonable to limit analysis of young adult development
among females to those under 40.
Marital status is one of the most common life course variables. In
their marital careers individuals pass from being never-married to being
married and, less often, to being previously-married. The latter state
is defined here as including women who are divorced, widowed, or living
with their spouse absent. The transition from never-married to ever-
married is a permanent life change, but women may pass back and forth
between being married and previously narried. This reversible status
poses some difficulties for studying marital histories with aggregate
data, but they are not great.
Parental status is another very common life course variable. The
presence or absence of children has major implications for life styles
and social roles, and it increases the size of the family unit that seeks
housing. Childbearing may be conceptualized largely as a permanent life
change. Women who have ever borne a child are destined to be mothers
for a large subsequent portion of their lives. The 1975 data base does
not include a variable for children ever born. Instead, we make use of
a set of variables recording the presence of "own" children.
For this analysis, parental status has been categorized in a unique
way. Women without any children present are classified as childless,
and women with one or more children present are classified according to
the age of their oldest child. Two categories are established for women
with children--those whose oldest child is under age six and those whose
oldest child is six or older. The family life cycle approach also
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categorizes parents by age of child, but the most common categorization
specifies the age of the youngest child. This categorization appears in
the life cycle typology proposed by Lansing and Kish (1957), apparently
because they were trying to measure a childbearing stage equivalent to
the interval between Glick's (1947) age at first birth and age at last
birth. (They offer no explanation for their typology.) Lansing and
Kish adapted Glick's earlier family life cycle approach to different data
sources and for different purposes. Because the Lansing and Kish typology
has been so widely imitated, the common reliance on age of youngest child
is largely a relic of Glick's original formulation.
What is most important for housing consumption, in fact, is the age
of the oldest child. For example, Long (1972) and Speare (1970) suggest
that families with children age six or older are likely to make location
decisions based on school considerations. This widely stated observation
is frequently coupled with another belief that young couples traditionally
have stayed in apartments while their children were very young and that
they tended to move to homeownership as their children reached school
age (cf. Abu-Lughod and Foley, 1960). This belief can be tested with
data on the housing consumption of families with children, classified by
age of the oldest child. An additional advantage of specifying the age
of the oldest child is that it reflects the duration of a woman's mother-
hood experience. Women of the same age can be "young" mothers or "older"
mothers, depending on how long they have been mothers. Thus the age of
the oldest child provides additional information about life course timing.
This information is obscured by emphasis on age of youngest child, and
for this additional reason the proposed categorization scheme is preferred.
192
The analysis in the next chapter focuses heavily upon this variable for
the information it contains about family timing.
Income is less often cited as a life course variable, partly because
it cannot be measured as a well-defined set of statuses, but its impor-
tance is such for housing consumption that it cannot be ignored. There
is a wide range of possible treatments for this continuous variable, but
in order to better integrate it into the analysis of the other discrete
variables it must be categorized in some fashion. Nevertheless there are
some nettlesome issues regarding the income life course dimension. Among
these are the fact that income is a transitory characteristic that can
change from year to year, that family income can be earned by various
numbers of household members, and that cohorts have acquired income in a
period of both inflation and real income growth.
As regards the first issue, we must treat cohort income growth as a
net change over time. We can expect income status to be relatively stable
for established married couples, but income status is extremely volatile
for newly-married or for previously-married persons. In fact, the nature
of the 1975 income data restricts analysis of income to married couples
(see Appendix A). The multiple earner problem can be addressed for
married couples by adding a separate variable for labor force participa-
tion by the wife, although this does not reveal the exact contributions
of each spouse. The inflation effect can be removed from the data by
deflating the current dollars with scalars based on the consumer price
index, but real income growth is retained in the data. One way of remov-
ing the latter effect is to create relative income categories such as
quartiles of the current income distribution. While this has some
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additional advantages such as permitting relative income comparisons, the
method also has the drawback of disguising the actual dollar values of
the different income categories. It was decided instead to treat income
in categories of constant (1969) dollars: under $5000, $5000-9999,
$10,000-14,999, and $15,000 and greater. This categorization divides the
sample in 1970 reasonably equally2 and it has the additional advantage
of specifying income in equal $5000 increments. This will enable compar-
ison of the changing income effect over time. Analysis of these income
effects will be reserved for the next chapter.
Labor force participation is widely recognized as another important
life course variable. It has been used as one dimension of the entry
into adulthood (Modell et al., 1976; Winsborough, 1979), and it has been
shown to be interrelated (for women) with childbearing. A labor force
participation (LFP) variable is constructed from data on female earnings.
It was decided somewhat arbitrarily to measure LFP according to whether
or not the woman earned at least $1000 (1969 dollars) in the tax year
preceding each survey. Examination of the income distribution in $100
increments revealed that there was no tapering of the distribution from
0 to higher values. There was no empirical means by which to determine
an income value that reflected sustained employment, and so $1000 was
selected as the cut-off point. Limitations of the 1975 data base preclude
using this income-based variable for all but the married couples. There-
fore LFP will be analyzed in detail only for wives in the next chapter.
Two levels of housing consumption have been selected for analysis,
each of which is a discrete status. The most basic level of consumption
is household headship, whether or not a woman is the head or co-head (if
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married) of an independent household. The Joint Center data base has been
constructed with a female-dominant structure. This means that all housing
and household characteristics are organized in reference to the woman
(if any) in the family unit. This permits assignment of household head-
ship to wives instead of husbands as is the normal census practice.
The second level of housing consumption is owner-occupancy of a
single-family home. Chapter 3 established that this housetype is the
overwhelming preference of young adults, and it is included here as the
indicator of desired housing by which lifetime progress can be measured.
The complete housing variable in the analysis is a trichotomy: non-head,
single-family owner, and all other heads of households.
Cohort Trajectories of Single Life Course Dimensions
The cumulative change or net increase over time of each life course
dimension can be conceptualized as a developmental trajectory representing
the aggregate experience of cohort members. Figures 6-1 through 6-5 por-
tray these development trends for each cohort, based on data reported in
Appendix B. The five figures depict the transition trajectories of single
life course dimensions, one for each life course dimension other than age.
Age is incorporated in each figure as the time dimension.
Figure 6-1 shows the cumulative percentage of each cohort that has
ever been married. These trajectories rise very steeply up to age 22 and
begin to approach an asymptote of about 95 percent in the late thirties.
The trajectories are not complete for any cohort, because the 17 year
study period from 1960-1976 is shorter than the 18-39 age span that is
portrayed.. Earlier cohorts are observed only at older ages before they
move out of the age span, while later cohorts are observed only at young
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ages after they enter the age span. Nevertheless, the cohorts can be com-
pared by studying the portions of the age span that they share in common.
In the marriage graph the principal difference to observe is that in the
under-30 age range the youngest cohorts (C3 and Cl), born in the early
part of the baby boom, are entering marriage more slowly than their
predecessors.
The second life course dimension, the percentage of women with children
present, is portrayed in Figure 6-2. This graph indicates much more
substantial changes across cohorts. In general, entry into motherhood
does not proceed as rapidly as does entry into marriage, and it levels
off at a lower peak value. Two directions of change across cohorts are
observable in this graph. At the older ages the more recent cohorts
arrive at a higher level of motherhood than the earlier cohorts (observe
the change from C14 to Cll to CS). This is explained by the fact that
the C8 cohort (born 1937-38) entered adulthood at the height of the baby
boom and experienced nearly the greatest completed fertility of any
cohort born in the twentieth century.3 The older cohorts entered adult-
hood earlier, and although they also contributed to the baby boom, their
fertility was not as great. Conversely, cohorts following after C8 have
entered motherhood at progressively lower rates. In particular, the
early children born in the baby boom period, cohorts C3 and Cl (born
1947-48 and 1951-52), appear to have slowed their entry into motherhood
more than they have slowed their entry into marriage. This implies that
there must be more childless couples in these later cohorts.
Figure 6-3 portrays the growth of family income for cohorts during
the 1960-1970 period. Over this restricted time span, necessitated by
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FIGURE 6-1: COHORT MARITAL TRAJECTORIES (PERCENT EVER-MARRIED
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FIGURE 6-2: COHORT PARENTHOOD TRAJECTORIES (PERCENT AT
EACH AGE LIVING WITH OWN CHILDREN)
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FIGURE 6-3: COHORT INCOME TRAJECTORIES (PERCENT AT
EACH AGE WITH A FAMILY INCOME OF AT LEAST
$10000 IN 1969 DOLLARS)
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FIGURE 6-4: COHdRT EMPLOYMENT TRAJECTORIES (PERCENT OF
WCM4EN AT EACH AGE WITH EARNINGS OF AT
LEAST $1,000 IN 1969 DOLLARS)
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FIGURE 6-5: COHORT HOUSEHOLD HEADSHIP AND SINGLE-FAMILY
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limitations of the 1975 data base, it is clear that all cohorts have
experienced strong movement toward higher income ($10,000 or greater in
1969 dollars). What is noteworthy about these trajectories is how the
elevation of real incomes over time has caused more recent cohorts to
arrive at higher incomes earlier in their lives. Multiple earners in the
family unit could also contribute to this change, and this will be inves-
tigated in detail for married couples in the next chapter. However, the
pattern depicted in Figure 6-3 closely resembles that described by Ruggles
and Ruggles (1977) for personal earnings of cohort members.
The trajectories of labor force participation (Figure 6-4) are
restricted to the 1960-1970 period for the same reason. Nevertheless,
the pattern portrayed by the cumulative net change of labor force partic-
ipation is very interesting. We see some evidence of the M-shaped life-
time participation pattern (with a dip in the childbearing age) insofar
as there is a decline from age 22-23 to 28-29, followed by a rise there-
after. But this dip does not seem as sharp as that portrayed cross-
sectionally by Kreps and Clark (1975) in Figure 4-5. Moreover, since
these are cohort trajectories we would expect to see no dip at all, if
we believe Kreps and Clark. In fact, the difference in this graph is
that age has been categorized in two-year intervals instead of five or
ten-year intervals. The changes between ages are much smoother as a
consequence. In this figure the 20-24 range is still characterized by
high labor force participation, and the 25-29 range is still characterized
by a dip in participation, but the changes with age are more gradual
due to the greater number of observation periods.
The housing consumption trajectories are portrayed in Figure 6-5.
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Two separate sets of trajectories are presented, one for household head-
ship and one for single-family homeownership (a subset of household
headship). The household headship trajectory shows a very steep rise
at young ages before leveling off above 90 percent after age 30. The
cohorts are bunched together, and the overall shape of the trajectory
closely resembles that for entry into marriage. This is not surprising
given the close association between marriage and household formation at
young ages (Carliner, 1975). What has changed for the most recent cohorts
is that entry into household headship has not declined as much as has
entry into marriage. This implies that increasing numbers of adults are
living in independent households while still single (cf. Kobrin, 1976).
Entry into single-family homeownership occurs later than any of the
other life course dimensions examined here. The general pattern indicates
rapid increases in ownership for cohorts between ages 22 and 30, but
ownership continues to increase through ages 38-39. At this age the
level of single-family ownership reaches 61.6 percent for C14, the oldest
cohort in the study (born 1925-26). Following cohorts have reached even
higher ownership levels--65.0 percent for Cll and 68.9 percent for C8.
(These figures are taken from Appendix B.) As can be seen in the housing
consumption graph, the next cohort (C5) is following a trajectory that
probably will carry it to still higher ownership levels.
At the younger ages an opposite change is occurring across the cohorts.
The most recent cohorts have fallen below the ownership level experienced
by the C8 cohort. Yet around age 26 the trajectories of the recent cohorts
catch up to, and then surpass, the level of ownership experienced by the
C8 cohort. This represents a pattern of delayed entry into single-family
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ownership in the early twenties, followed by accelerated ownership achieve-
ment in the middle and late twenties. Although the initial delay might
be caused by rising costs of acquiring homeownership during the 1970s,
this explanation is inconsistent with the accelerated acquisition of
ownership as the cohorts grow past age 25. What is more likely is that
the initial delay in ownership is related to the simultaneous delays in
entering marriage or motherhood. In fact, the delay of ownership acquisi-
tion is much less than delays experienced in family formation behaviors.
In a later section we will investigate the extent to which these family
changes are related to changing levels of single-family homeownership.
Age-Time Shapes of the Trajectories
Figures 6-1 through 6-5 provide visual representations of the
cohorts' different transition trajectories. While the preceding discussion
of these figures has pointed out major features of the different trajec-
tories' age-time shapes, further understanding of the differences between
cohorts' careers can be gained by comparing quantitative measures of the
shapes. In preceding chapters we reviewed the measures proposed by
Modell et al. (1976), and we concluded that these measures could not be
applied to cohort data that did not encompass the complete age span within
which transitions occurred. Since we have only estimated transition
trajectories between the 1960 and 1975 (transformed to 1976) surveys,
the transition histories are incomplete for cohorts that had already
reached their mid-twenties by 1960 or that had not reached their mid-
thirties by 1975. As a consequence, we must compare the shapes of trans-
ition trajectories over limited portions of the age span where observations
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are available for two or more cohorts.
Given these constraints, I have elected to compare cohorts' transitions
over age spans that at least three cohorts share in common. These age
spans are: 18-25 (cohorts Cl, C3, and C5), 22-29 (cohorts C3, C5,, and
CS), 28-33 (cohorts C5, C8, and Cll), and 34-39 (cohorts CS, Cll, and
C14). Developmental trajectories of four transitions can be compared with-
in these age spans: entry into marriage, parenthood, household headship,
and single-family homeownership. The labor force participation and income
life course dimensions will not be analyzed further in this chapter be-
cause, as noted above, data for complete cohorts are not available in the
1975 data base. Instead, these variables will be entered into the analysis
of married couples in the next chapter.
In order to measure the shape of trajectories over the limited age
spans defined above, we will calculate ratio measures of age-time shape
according to the method described in Chapter 4. These ratios are calcu-
lated by dividing the percentage of a cohort that has completed the trans-
ition at the end of the age span by the percentage of completion at the
beginning of the age span. This ratio measures the linear slope of the
trajectory between the two end points of the age span, and it can be
used to compare cohorts passing through the same age span. Table 6-1
presents these ratio measures for the four different transitions in each
of the four age spans.
The ratios for each transition decline in magnitude between the
younger and older age spans. The high ratios at young ages indicate very
rapid status transitions, whereas the ratios near 1.000 between ages
34-36 and 38-39 indicate flat trajectories that have reached an upper
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Table 6-1: RATIO MEASURES OF THE AGE-TIME SHAPES OF COHORT
TRAJECTORIES
Life Course Dimension
Ratioa Cohort Ever-Married Parenthood Headship Ownership
24-25 Cl 2.686 3.498 3.343 11.822
to C3 2.633 3.686 3.322 10.376
18-19 C5 2.529 3.693 3.251 9.328
28-29 C3 1.212 1.536 1.258 2.919
to C5 1.208 1.518 1.280 2.670
22-23 C8 1.187 1.401 1.291 2.331
32-33 C5 1.042 1.097 1.048 1.291
to C8 1.031 1.080 1.050 1.244
28-29 CIl 1.031 1.063 1.062 1.258
38-39 C8 1.007 .996 1.013 1.101
to Cll 1.010 1.000 1.019 1.100
34-35 C14 1.012 .994 1.025 1.096
SOURCE: Calculations are based on data reported
in Figures 6-1, 6-2, and 6-5.
in Appendix B and graphed
a. Ratio between proportions at older and younger ages.
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asymptote. Only the transition into homeownership is still occurring in
the late-thirties, as the ratios of about 1.10 indicate a 10 percent in-
crease in the ownership proportion over this age span. In fact, the
ownership trajectory is steeper than other transitions over every age
span. As we observed when discussing Figure 6-5, the ownership transition
is the latest to occur for every cohort, and the high ratios for the
ownership transition indicate that cohorts experience rapid transition
into ownership from initial, low ownership levels in the early twenties.
It is important to note, however, that the ratio measure of age-
time shape is flawed by a bias that prevents accurate comparisons of
transitions with very different initial status proportions. The ratio
measure is biased toward higher values for transitions that start at
lower levels, so that even though two transitions might have parallel
trajectories their ratio measures will be different. More abstract meas-
ures might be constructed to correct for this bias, such as the ratio
between the change of a status proportion over an age span and an arbi-
trary reference level, but such abstract measures are more difficult
to interpret and provide little information that cannot be gained from
more direct examination of the data. In general, it is safe to use the
ratio measure as long as it is employed judiciously in conjunction with
data indicating the status proportions at each age.
Figures 6-1 through 6-5 provide the necessary background data to
employ the change ratios effectively. Our visual examination of these
figures indicated only two important changes between cohorts. We observed
a decline across the most recent cohorts in the rate at which they are
entering parenthood, and we noted that the shape of the transition to
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homeownership appeared to be changing for recent cohorts. Both of these
visual observations are relatively prominent in Table 6-1.
The slowing entry into parenthood during the 18-19 to 24-25 age
span is reflected by the lower transition ratio for the Cl cohort (3.498)
relative to the C3 and C5 cohorts (3.686 and 3.693, respectively). As
Figure 6-2 indicates, these cohorts all started at virtually the same
parenthood level at age 18-19 and so differences in the ratio measures
give relatively unbiased estimates of changes in the slope of the trajec-
tory into parenthood. Over the 22-23 to 28-29 age span the C3 and C5
cohorts can be compared with the high-fertility C8 cohort. The transition
ratio for the C8 cohort (1.401) is lower than for the other cohorts (1.518
for C5 and 1.536 for C3), not because the C8 cohort has entered parent-
hood more slowly, but because it started from a much higher level of
parenthood at age 22-23 than did the other cohorts (see Figure 6-2).
The transition to homeownership between age 22-23 and 28-29 is of
special interest, because our visual inspection of Figure 6-5 suggested
that not only were the slopes of the transition trajectories different,
but the rank order of the cohorts was also reversing from one end of the
age span to the other. In fact, the changes between cohorts in the ratio
measures for the homeownership transition over this age span are the
largest reported in Table 6-1. Between age 22-23 and 28-29 the C8 cohort
increased its single-family homeownership rate by a factor of 2.331, but
the C5 cohort increased its rate by a factor of 2.670 and the C3 cohort
achieved an even larger increase, 2.919. As a consequence of these large
increases, cohort C5 raised its ownership rate from 2.02 percentage points
below cohort C8's rate at age 22-23 (19.76) to 1.30 percentage points above
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cohort C8's rate at age 28-29 (46.06). Even more dramatic is the fact
that cohort C3 raised its ownership rate from 3.37 percentage points
below cohort C8's rate at the beginning of the age span to 1.78 percentage
points above cohort CS's rate by the end of the age span. (These figures
are all drawn from Appendix B.) It seems safe to conclude that the large
differences between cohorts' ownership transition ratios reflect a sub-
stantial reshaping of ownership transitions.4 The pattern emerging for
recent cohorts indicates an initial delay in ownership attainment followed
by rapid acceleration of ownership attainment after about age 26.
Cumulative Person Years of the Transitions
A convenient method of measuring the implications of these cohort
trajectories is provided by the concept "person years of experience"
that was briefly introduced in preceding chapters. It was explained that
the area under the curve formed by a cohort's transition trajectory could
be quantified as the cumulative person years of experience. That is,
if each single year of age equals one person year, by cumulating the
fractions of a cohort that are in a particular status at successive ages
in the cohort trajectory, we can measure the total person years of
experience over any age span. Figure 6-6 provides an illustration of
this method, showing the relationship between a two-year cohort's
transition trajectory and its cumulative person years experienced in the
particular adult status--parenthood, for example. The transition trajec-
tory is defined by connecting the age-specific status proportions (e.g.
proportion that are parents) for each age group. Because the age groups
are defined as two-year intervals, the status proportions must be multi-
plied by two to get the person years experienced in a status within a
209
FIGURE 6-6: SCHEMATIC RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN A TRANSITION
TRAJECTORY AND CUMULATIVE PERSON YEARS OF
EXPERIENCE FOR A TWO-YEAR COHORT
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particular age group. In the example, 30 percent of persons aged 22-23
are parents, so the proportion .30 is multiplied by two, yielding .60
person years (out of a possible 2.0) spent as a parent within this age
group. Identical operations are performed for each age group, and the
person years for each age group are added cumulatively to yield a running
total of experience as the cohort passes through the age groups. At the
end of the 22-23 to 28-29 age span, the cohort in our example has spent
5.2 out of a possible 8.0 years per person as a parent.
In preceding chapters we have described three major advantages to
using the person year method to analyze cohort careers. Cumulative
person years can be calculated for age spans of any length, and the units
of analysis are compatible with concepts of housing consumption that
emphasize the occupancy (rather than dollar expenditures) of different
types of housing (cf. Pitkin and Masnick, 1980). The final advantage is
that the total person years can be partitioned to measure the overlap
between two or more statuses. This overlap is explored in the next part
of the present chapter. Before turning to that task, let us first examine
the cumulative person years for single life course dimensions. We will
study the three life course dimensions for which there is complete 1960-
1976 data and we will compare cohorts within the same age spans defined
in the preceding section.
Panel A of Table 6-2 compares the marital experience of the most re-
cent cohorts over the 18-25 age span. The major difference among cohorts
C5, C3 and Cl is that the early members of the baby boom generation spend
much more time without ever having been married--45.4 percent of the max-
imum 8.0 years for Cl versus 37.8 percent for C5. Panel B includes two
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Table 6-2: MARITAL EXPERIENCE OF COHORTS OVER SELECTED AGE SPANS
A. AGES 18-25 Cohort Cl Cohort C3 Cohort C5
Percent Percent Percent
Marital Status Years of time Years of time Years of time
Never-Married 3.63 45.4 3.19 39.8 3.02 37.8
Currently-Married 3.69 46.1 4.11 51.4 4.30 53.8
Previously-Married 0.68 8.4 0.71 8.8 0.68 8.4
Total 8.00 100 8.00 100 8.00 100
B. AGES 22-29 Cohort C3 Cohort CS Cohort C8
Percent Percent Percent
Marital Status Years of time Years of time Years of time
Never-Married 1.42 17.7 1.28 16.0 1.22 15.3
Currently-Married 5.62 70.3 5.87 73.3 6.02 75.3
Previously-Married 0.96 12.0 0.85 10.7 0.76 9.5
Total 8.00 100 8.00 100 8.00 100
C. AGES 28-33 Cohort CS Cohort C8 Cohort Cll
Percent Percent Percent
Marital Status Years of time Years of time Years of time
Never-Married 0.50 8.3 0.49 8.1 0.50 8.3
Currently-Married 4.72 78.7 4.83 80.6 4.92 82.0
Previously-Married 0.78 13.0 0.68 11.3 0.59 9.8
Total 6.00 100 6.00 100 6.00 100
D. AGES 34-39 Cohort C8 Cohort Cll Cohort C14
Percent Percent Percent
Marital Status Years of time Years of time Years of time
Never-Married 0.34 5.7 0.34 5.7 0.37 6.2
Currently-Married 4.80 80.0 4.92 81.9 4.98 83.0
Previously-Married 0.86 14.3 0.74 12.3 0.65 10.8
Total 6.00 100 6.00 100 6.00 100
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of the same cohorts, C3 and C5, but adds an earlier cohort, CS, that rep-
resents young adults from the early 1960s. These three cohorts are compared
over the 22-29 age span. Again it is clear that the more recent cohorts
have experienced larger fractions of time without ever being married. In
addition, in this age span the more recent cohorts are also more likely
to have been previously married. Thus the person years spent in a current-
ly married state is being reduced by two different forces--failure to
enter first marriages and disruption of prior marriages. This trend to-
ward longer periods of time spent in disrupted marriages is also observed
for the more recent cohorts in each of the other age spans. To the ex-
tent that marriage is associated with single-family homeownership and
other marital statuses are not, we might expect this trend across cohorts
to reduce the person years of homeownership in successive cohorts.
The parental experience of cohorts is assessed in Table 6-3. Panels
A and B both indicate that the most recent cohorts are spending increas-
ing portions of their twenties in a child-free state. The lowest level.
of childlessness is observed for the C8 cohort in each of the age spans
where it can be compared. As explained above, this is attributable to
this cohort's entry into adulthood during the peak of the baby boom.
Given the greater presence of children for this cohort at ages 34-39 we
might expect it to seek single-family homeownership more often than its
predecessors. Similarly, we might expect the succeeding cohorts that
experienced lesser presence of children to pursue single-family home-
ownership less often or more slowly.
The housing consumption experience of different cohorts is compared
in Table 6-4. Panel A shows that the most recent cohort (Cl) is falling
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Table 6-3: PARENTAL EXPERIENCE OF COHORTS OVER SELECTED AGE SPANS
A. AGES 18-25 Cohort Cl Cohort C3 Cohort C5
Percent Percent Percent
Parental Status Years of time Years of time Years of time
No Children 5.40 67.5 4.93 61.6 4.64 58.1
Young Children 2.19 27.4 2.60 32.5 2.86 35.8
Older Children 0.41 5.1 0.47 5.9 0.50 6.2
Total 8.00 100 8.00 100 8.00 100
B. AGES 22-29 Cohort C3 Cohort C5 Cohort C8
Percent Percent Percent
Parental Status Years of time Years of time Years of time
No Children 3.13 39.1 2.71 33.9 2.43 30.4
Young Children 2.89 36.1 3.06 38.2 3.31 41.4
Older Children 1.98 24.8 2.23 27.9 2.26 28.3
Total 8.00 100 8.00 100 8.00 100
C. AGES 28-33 Cohort C5 Cohort CS Cohort Cll
Percent Percent Percent
Parental Status Years of time Years of time Years of time
No Children 1.15 19.1 1.04 17.4 1.12 18.7
Young Children 1.05 17.6 0.99 16.5 1.14 19.0
Older Children 3.80 63.3 3.97 66.1 3.74 62.4
Total 6.00 100 6.00 100 6.00 100
D. AGES 34-39 Cohort C8 Cohort Cll Cohort C14
Percent Percent Percent
Parental Status Years of time Years of time Years of time
No Children 0.81 13.5 0.89 14.8 1.08 18.0
Young Children 0.21 3.5 0.27 4.5 0.36 5.9
Older Children 4.98 83.0 4.83 80.6 4.56 76.0
Total 6.00 100 6.00 100 6.00 100
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behind the household headship schedule established by preceding cohorts.
Over the 18-25 age span cohorts C3 and C5 spent 3.42 and 3.43 person years,
respectively, as non-heads of household, but the time spent as a non-head
has increased to 3.61 person years for cohort Cl. This change is note-
worthy because all other cohorts in Table 6-4 have spent less time as
non-heads than cohorts which preceded them.
The recent cohorts have also spent less time as single-family home-
owners under age 30 than have their predecessors, although this reduction
is slight. Panel A shows a reduction in ownership consumption of 0.10
years between cohorts C5 and Cl, and Panel B shows a reduction of 0.06
years between cohorts C8 and C3. These slight reductions do not reflect
the fact, of course, that the age-time shape of the ownership transition
has changed. The cumulative person years for cohort C3, for example,
lag substantially behind those for cohort.C8 early in the twenties and
begin to close the gap only after age 26. Nevertheless, even though
cohort C3 eventually rises to a higher ownership rate, its cumulative
ownership consumption remains below that of cohort C8.
Between ages 28 and 33 the more recent cohorts have extended their
higher ownership trajectories (see Figure 6-5), with the result that they
have accumulated higher ownership consumption over the age span. The
cumulative ownership consumption of cohort C5 is 0.26 years greater than
that of cohort Cll. Even larger increases in ownership consumption are
observed in the 34-39 age span between cohorts C14 and C8--0.39 years.
Cohort C8 represents adults who reached age 20 at the height of the baby
boom and who, we suggested in Chapter 4, may have been motivated to seek
larger homes because of their larger family sizes. The large difference
215
Table 6-4: HOUSING CONSUMPTION OF COHORTS OVER SELECTED AGE SPANS
A. AGES 18-25 Cohort Cl Cohort C3 Cohort C5
Percent Percent Percent
Housing Consumption Years of time Years of time Years of time
Household Head 4.39 54.8 4.58 57.3 4.57 57.1
Single-Family Owner 1.06 13.2 1.09 13.7 1.16 14.5
Non-Household Head 3.61 45.2 3.42 42.7 3.43 42.9
Total 8.00 100 8.00 100 8.00 100
B. AGES 22-29 Cohort C3 Cohort C5 Cohort C8
Percent Percent Percent
Housing Consumption Years of time Years of time Years of time
Household Head 6.62 82.7 6.60 82.4 6.43 80.4
Single-Family Owner 2.62 32.8 2.66 33.2 2.68 33.5
Non-Household Head 1.38 17.3 1.40 17.6 1.57 19.6
Total 8.00 100 8.00 100 8.00 100
C. AGES 28-33 Cohort C5 Cohort C8 Cohort Cll
Percent Percent Percent
Housing Consumption Years of time Years of time Years of time
Household Head 5.55 92.5 5.43 90.6 5.30 88.3
Single-Family Owner 3.30 55.0 3.12 52.1 3.03 50.5
Non-Household Head 0.45 7.5 0.57 9.4 0.70 11.7
Total 6.00 100 6.00 100 6.00 100
D. AGES 34-39 Cohort C8 Cohort Cll Cohort C14
Percent Percent Percent
Housing Consumption Years of time Years of time Years of time
Household Head 5.67 94.5 5.58 93.1 5.48 91.3
Single-Family Owner 3.93 65.6 3.73 62.1 3.54 59.0
Non-Household Head 0.33 5.5 0.42 6.9 0.52 8.7
Total 6.00 100 6.00 100 6.00 100
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between cohort CS's single-family ownership consumption and that of earlier
cohorts reflects the trend across the 1950s and 1960s for greater housing
consumption by young families. The evidence in Table 6-4 shows that this
trend has continued across cohorts following C8 even though entry into
parenthood has slowed down and average family size is decreasing. Entry
into single-family homeownership appears to have slowed down for recent
cohorts only under age 26, and yet it advances to unprecedented levels
as cohorts advance. toward age 30.
In the remainder of this chapter we will explore the changing rela-
tionship between cohorts' entry into marriage, family formation or other
family-related behaviors, and their housing consumption careers. We will
analyze the changing overlap between particular family behaviors and both
household headship and single-family homeownership. And we will seek to
summarize how much of the changing housing consumption is due to changing
patterns of family participation and how much is due to shifting consump-
tion rates within. each-Iamily status at spedific ages.
MULTIDIMENSIONAL CAREER CHANGES
A major advantage of quantifying the person years of experience in
each status or combination of statuses is that it is possible to examine
detailed changes in the overlap of different statuses for cohorts. In
order to use this flexible technique to explore housing changes in a
clear manner it is necessary to carefully circumscribe the analysis. The
analysis will be restricted to a focus on housing consumption; that is,
instead of possibly investigating the shifting overlap between marriage
and parenthood, the emphasis is on the shifting overlap between these
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family behaviors and the two levels of housing consumption.
The analysis of multidimensional career changes proceeds in two stages.
First, we examine the changing proportion of time spent in particular
family statuses that is also spent as a head of household or as a single-
family homeowner. Then the second task is to summarize changes in cohorts'
housing consumption relative to family participation by means of a compo-
nents of change analysis. This analysis will seek to determine how much
of the overall housing change is attributable to family changes and how
much is attributable to changing consumption rates.
The Shifting Overlap Between Family and Housing Experience
A major observation from the preceding section is that the cohorts
entering adulthood after the early 1960s have entered marriage and borne
children at slower rates than were experienced by the C8 cohort. Because
patterns of housing consumption have been relatively more stable, we
have hypothesized that increasing numbers of single persons and childless
couples are heading households and owning single-family homes. The mag-
nitude of this change can be measured by the percentage of time that per-
sons in different family statuses spend as household heads or as home-
owners. These changes are assessed in Tables 6-5 and 6-6 for cohorts in
three different age spans. The 18-25 age span has not been analyzed
because, as discussed early in this chapter when the age variable was
introduced, the data for age groups below 22 may not be sufficiently
sound to permit detailed analysis. The 22-29 age span covers the bulk
of the twenties, so little is lost by excluding the slightly younger age
span.
Table 6-5 reports the percentage of time that different marital
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Table 6-5: HOUSEHOLD HEADSHIP EXPERIENCE OF COHORT MARITAL GROUPS
OVER SELECTED AGE SPANS
(Percent of Time Spent as Household Head)
A. AGES 22-29
Marital Status Cohort C3 Cohort C5 Cohort C8
Never-Married 37.3% 31.1% 21.2%
Married 97.9 97.7 96.6
Previously-Married 64.5 58.5 49.0
B. AGES 28-33
Marital Status Cohort C5 Cohort CS Cohort Cll
Never-Married 48.4 35.3 24.5
Married 99.1 98.8 98.0
Previously-Married 81.0 71.8 61.0
C. AGES 34-39
Marital Status Cohort C8 Cohort Cll Cohort C14
Never-Married 48.1 36.3 32.1
Married 99.4 99.3 98.9
Previously-Married 85.4 78.6 73.0
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groups were living as heads of households. Almost all married couples in
every cohort are living in independent households. In general, over 95
percent of all married time is spent in household headship. Very sub-
stantial changes have occurred, however, in the experience of headship
among never-married and previously-married women. In the 22-29 age span
headship increased between cohorts CS and C3 from 21.2 to 37.3 percent of
time spent single. Among previously marrieds the most recent cohort also
experienced higher headship, an increase from 49.0 percent to 64.5
percent of the total time spent in a post-marriage state. Even larger
increases were experienced by the more recent cohorts in the older age
spans as well. At ages 28-33 headship time increased from 61 to 81 percent
for previously marrieds between the Cll and C5 cohorts. Since headship is
virtually complete for married couples, the large increases for unmarried
statuses would contribute to an overall increase in headship for cohorts
if marital status distributions held constant. The relative contributions
of consumption rate changes and family status changes are assessed in a
later section.
Table 6-6 reports the percentage of time that different marital groups
were single-family homeowners. Homeownership is much less common, even
for married couples, than is household headship. Fewer than 2.0 percent
of never-married women are homeowners during their twenties, and this
experience does not grow much greater for never-married women at older
ages. Among previously-married women homeownership is higher, especially
in the older age groups, and more recent cohorts have spent higher frac-
tions of post-marriage time as homeowners.
Married couples spend the most time as homeowners. Over the 34-39
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Table 6-6: SINGLE-FAMILY OWNER-OCCUPANCY OF COHORT MARITAL GROUPS
OVER SELECTED AGE SPANS
(Percent of Time Spent as Single-Family Owner)
A. AGES 22-29
Marital Status Cohort C3 Cohort C5 Cohort C8
Never-Married 1.6 1.8 1.3
Married 43.8 42.9 42.6
Previously-Married 9.7 9.1 7.7
B. AGES 28-33
Marital Status Cohort CS Cohort C8 Cohort Cll
Never-Married 5.0 4.1 3.0
Married 65.9 61.8 59.6
Previously-Married 20.4 17.2 14.1
C. AGES 34-39
Marital Status Cohort C8 Cohort Cll Cohort C14
Never-Married 9.1 6.3 4.9
Married 75.9 71.5 68.7
Previously-Married 30.3 26.0 24.3
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age span 75.9 percent of their time is spent as single-family owners for
the C8 cohort. This represents a sizeable increase over the experience of
the Cll and Cl4 cohorts which preceded, but the C5 cohort in the 28-33 age
range experienced even greater ownership than did the C8 cohort in those
ages (65.9 percent versus 61.8 percent). In the 22-29 agd span, however,
there has been very little difference among the cohorts in the percent of
time that married couples spend as single-family homeowners. Ownership
time of married women is only about one percent greater for the most
recent cohort than for C8. What is noteworthy about this slight increase
is that it stands in marked contrast to the declining owner-occupancy
between the complete cohorts (all marital statuses combined) in the 22-29
age span (see Table 6-4).
A second dimension of family behavior is parental status. In par-
ticular, we might inquire about the shifting overlap between housing con-
sumption and different stages of parenthood for married couples. Since
household headship is virtually universal for married couples, we need
only focus on single-family homeownership. Table 6-7 reports the percen-
tage of time that marriedicouples in different parental statuses are also
single-family homeowners.
The general pattern indicates a higher likelihood of ownership for
couples with young children than for childless couples, and ownership for
parents of older children is even more common. Comparing cohorts within
age spans, it is apparent that the likelihood of ownership has increased
in all parent statuses between earlier and later cohorts. In terms of
percentage point changes, the largest increase in the 34-39 age range is
for parents in the C8 cohort who have older children (+7.4). Larger
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Table 6-7: SINGLE-FAMILY OWNER-OCCUPANCY OF MARRIED COUPLES IN
DIFFERENT PARENT STATUSES OVER SELECTED AGE SPANS
(Percent of Time Spent as Single-Family Owner)
A. AGES 22-29
Parental Status Cohort C3 Cohort C5 Cohort C8
No Children 33.0 28.4 27.4
Young Children 48.7 46.1 44.5
Older Children 48.2 48.1 47.0
B. AGES 28-33
Parental Status Cohort C5 Cohort CS Cohort Cll
No Children 50.7 39.9 39.8
Young Children 66.9 58.9 56.9
Older Children 68.0 65.0 63.0
C. AGES 34-39
Parental Status Cohort C8 Cohort Cll Cohort C14
No Children 53.5 50.0 49.4
Young Children 64.7 62.3 62.3
Older Children 78.0 73.9 70.6
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increases are observed in the 28-33 age range for the childless (+10.9)
and young-child (+10.0) couples of the C5 cohort. These same parent
categories also experienced the largest gains for the most recent cohort
in the 22-29 age span, although these increases are only half as large as
in the older age span.
Nevertheless, the change in ownership time for parents of young
children is large enough between C8 and C3 (Panel A of Table 6-7) to
elevate the ownership experience of parents with young children above
that for parents of older children. Even a slight reversal of the trad-
itional ownership advantage of older-child parents over young-child parents
seems improbable, because young children grow into older children as time
passes and it is unlikely that parents give up ownership as their children
reach school age. More precise estimates of the changing linkage between
ages of children and single-family ownership attainment will be presented
in the next chapter.
In summary, this section has documented the increasing participation
of unmarried women in household headship and of all marital groups in
single-family homeownership. Among married women we also examined the
overlap of ownership experience with time spent in childless, young-child,
or older-child parent statuses. This analysis revealed a trend toward
greater overlap in each parent status, and the biggest increases were
observed for the childless and young-child stages of the most recent
cohort in the 28-33 age range. Changes within parent statuses could also
be examined for never-married and previously married women, but this would
lead to a proliferation of detail and many fewer women are parents in
these marital statuses. In addition, this analysis has not taken account
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of the shifting participation of women in each detailed marital-parent
status. A comprehensive treatment of changing family and housing careers
requires that changing family participation be weighted by changing
housing consumption rates. In this manner we can analyze differences in
total housing consumption experienced cumulatively over particular age
spans.
Components of Cohort Differences in Housing Consumption
How much of the overall difference in housing consumption between
cohorts is motivated by differences in family development patterns and
how much is motivated by changes in consumption rates for each family
status? Rather than examining the differences that occur for each
individual combination of family and housing statuses, a components of
change analysis can be designed to summarize the separate contributions
of family differences and changes in housing consumption rates pertaining
to each family status.
In order to provide a consistent reference point for making compari-
sons, the analysis estimates the differences of each cohort from the life-
time pattern of the CS cohort (born 1937-38). This cohort provides a
useful reference for the reason that its career can be traced through the
entire 22-39 age span. As a result it provides a single continuous ca-
reer against which other cohorts can be compared over more limited age
spans. In addition, this cohort has special social significance in that
it has a family career reflecting experience during the peak of the baby
boom era.
For maximum efficiency and flexibility the components of change
analysis is designed for application to matrices. Each cohort's career
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is defined as a four-dimensional matrix of shape 3 x 3 x 3 x n. The first
dimension pertains to marital status, the second to parent status, the
third to housing status, and the final dimension to the number of ages
through which the cohort's career is traced. This career matrix can be
decomposed for each cohort into separate family status (D) and housing
consumption rate (HR) matrices whose product generates the total career
matrix:
C. = D. x HR.
1 1 1
By interchanging these components with those for the reference cohort (CS)
over the same age span, the components of change can be calculated:
DC. = (D. x HR - CI 1 xH 8) 8
HC. = (D x HR.) - Ci 8i 8
I. = (C. -C) - (DC. + HC. )1 180 1 1
where:
DC. is the component of family status differences
HC. is the component of housing consumption rate differences,
and
I. is a residual term representing the interaction of the two
components.
The output of the matrix manipulations can be processed in different
ways to help answer different questions. For the present analysis we are
interested in the overall change in housing consumption summarized across
all family statuses. Therefore, by sunming across the first two dimensions
(marital status and parent status) of the matrix output, we arrive at a
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two-dimensional matrix (for each component) of changes in each housing
status estimated at each age. These summary matrices contain the compo-
nents of change for single-family homeownership and for household headship
(sum of the single-family owner and other household head components).
The summary matrices also specify the components of change between cohorts
at each age. This provides the option of summing the components across
age spans to measure changing experience during certain intervals. The
components of change analysis will be reported for the same age spans
utilized previously.
In earlier sections suggestions were made that slower entry into
marriage and parenthood could contribute to slower entry into household
headship or homeownership. It was noted, however, that delay in family
formation was not matched by a similar slackening of housing consumption.
In fact, each of the cohorts following C8 has experienced more time as a
household head. Table 6-8 reports the decomposition of the changes ov-
er ages 22-29 into separate vectors of change, one representing the over-
all change in family participation of cohort members and the other re-
flecting the weighted average of the changing consumption rates in each
status. If consumption rates had remained the same for each cohort, dif-
ferences in family behavior would have decreased household headship by
.08 person years for the C5 cohort relative to the CS cohort, and head-
ship would have decreased by .23 person years for the C3 cohort. These
sizeable decreases were more than offset, however, by large increases
attributable to differences in headship participation at each status.
Other things being equal, headship increases would have amounted to an
additional .24 person years for C5 and an additional .37 person years for
Table 6-8: COMPONENTS OF CHANGE UNDERLYING DIFFERENCES IN
HOUSING CONSUMPTION BETWEEN SELECTED COHORTS AND
COHORT C8 OVER THE 22-29 AGE SPAN
Household Headship Single-Family Homownership
Differences From Cohort C3 Cohort C5 Cohort C3 Cohort C5
Cohort C8 Person Person Person Person
Explained By; Years Percent Years Percent Years Percent Years Percent
Differences in
Family Behavior -0.234 -123.2 -0.080 -47.6 -0.253 -436.2 -0.098 -426.1
Differences in
Housing Consumption
Rates +0.366 +192.6 +0.237 +141.1 +0.177 +305.2 +0.076 +330.4
Interaction
(Residual) +0.058 +30.5 +0.011 +6.5 +0.018 +31.0 -0.001 -4.3
Total Change +0.190 100 +0.168 100 -0.058 100 -0.023 100
I'..)
'.4
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C3. These large potential increases due to rising consumption rates amount
to 141 and 193 percent of the respective actual increases for cohorts C5
and C3. In the preceding section, it was shown that virtually all of the
increase in headship rates occurred among never-married and previously
married persons. Evidently, these increases were large enough to outweigh
the losses resulting from delayed entry into marriage.
Differences in family behavior also contributed to a potential decline
in the experience of single-family ownership. The calculations presented
in Table 6-8 show that offsetting increases in ownership rates were not as
great as for headship and they did not outweigh the reduction in ownership
stemming from delayed family formation. The opposing vectors of change
were over twice as large for C3 as for C5. Following C8 more closely,
the C5 cohort has not deviated as far on either the family or housing
dimension. Its overall reduction in ownership is .02 person years, while
the reduction for C3 is .06 person years.
Table 6-9 reports the components of change during the 28-33 age span
for cohorts C5 and Cll relative to CS. The family differences of these
cohorts contributed only slightly to their housing consumption differences.
These changes are slight because C11 precedes C8 by only 6 years in time
while C5 follows C8 by only 6 years. In addition, the cohorts are being
compared in an age span where there is less likelihood of delayed family
formation than is true of the mid-twenties. The big differences for these
cohorts are the changes attributable to consumption rates. The status-
specific headship rates of C11 would have generated .13 fewer person
years of headship experience had family behavior remained constant. In
contrast, the headship rates of C5 would have generated .13 more person
Table 6-9: COMPONENTS OF CHANGE UNDERLYING DIFFERENCES IN
HOUSING CONSUMPTION BETWEEN SELECTED COHORTS AND
COHORT C8 OVER THE 28-33 AGE SPAN
Household Headship Single-Family Homeownership
Differences From Cohort C5 Cohort C11 Cohort C5 Cohort 
Cll
Cohort C8 Person Person Person Person
Explained By: Years Percent Years Percent Years Percent Years Percent
Differences in
Family Behavior -0.028 -24.1 -0.005 -3.7 -0.079 -44.9 +0.012 +12.9
Differences in
Housing Consumption
Rates +0.133 +114.6 -0.134 -99.3 +0.247 +140.4 -0.108 -114.9
Interaction
(Residual) +0.011 +9.5 +0.004 +3.0 +0.008 +4.5 +0.002 +2.1
Total Change +0.116 100 -0.135 100 +0.176 100 -0.094 100
Table 6-10: COMPONENTS OF CHANGE UNDERLYING DIFFERENCES IN
HOUSING CONSUMPTION BETWEEN SELECTED COHORTS AND
COHORT C8 OVER THE 34-39 AGE SPAN
Household Headship Single-Family Homeownership
Differences From Cohort Cll Cohort C14 
Cohort Cll Cohort C14
Cohort C8 Person Person Person Person
Explained By: Years Percent Years Percent Years Percent Years Percent
Differences in
Family Behavior -0.018 -21.2 -0.051 -26.4 +0.022 +10.6 -0.006 -1.5
Differences in
Housing Consumption
Rates -0.068 -80.0 -0.147 -76.2 -0.229 -110.1 -0.395 -100.8
Interaction
(Residual) +0.001 +1.2 +0.005 +2.6 -0.001 -0.5 +0.009 +2.3
Total Change -0.085 100 -0.193 100 -0.208 100 -0.392 100
0
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years of headship had family behavior remained the same as for CS.
A somewhat different pattern of change occurred with regard to the
single-family ownership experience of cohorts C5 and Cll. Differences in
family behavior were relatively more negative for cohort C5's potential
ownership than for its headship. And the potential increase stemming
from increased consumption rates was nearly twice as great for ownership
as for headship. The most likely explanation for this difference emphas-
izes the variation among married couples that exists for ownership, but
which does not exist for headship. Because headship rates are nearly 100
percent for married women this large group cannot contribute to rising
headship rates. However it was demonstrated in the preceding section that
ownership time increased for all marital groups. The result of this
greater input to ownership rate increases is that the potential reduction
due to family differences is more heavily outweighed.
The cohorts that are compared during the 34-39 age span, Cll and
C14, both have preceded CS in time. Because these cohorts reached adult-
hood a little before the peak baby boom years, the difference between C8's
and their family behavior contributes a slight negative effect upon their
household headship. A bigger negative factor has been the lower headship
rates of these cohorts. These two negative differences are especially
large for C14 and its person years of headship during this age span are
.19 less than for CS. Much larger differences occurred, however, between
C8 and the earlier cohorts in their rates of single-family homeownership.
While family differences were negligible, differences attributable to
status-specific consumption rates amounted to a potential decrease of .23
for Cll and .40 for C14.
232
Summarizing this analysis, we have observed that cohorts preceding
C8 had almost the same family composition effect on housing consumption,
but they had substantially lower consumption rates for headship or single-
family ownership. In contrast, the cohorts following C8 have shown pro-
gressively greater reductions in potential composition due to family
behaviors. But these family differences have been offset by even more
substantial consumption rate increases, particularly for single-family
homeownership.
CONCLUSION
This chapter has described the concurrent changes in cohorts' housing
and family careers. We have examined the family formation behaviors of
several widely-spaced cohorts that reached adulthood in very different
periods: the immediate postwar period, the peak of the baby boom, and
the recent period of delayed marriage and falling fertility rates. The
housing consumption careers of cohorts were traced relative to the family
career dimensions, proceeding in three stages.
The first stage of the analysis estimated the trajectories of dif-
ferent cohorts for several, individual life course dimensions. We com-
pared trajectories visually and by means of two different quantitative
measures. The ratio measure of trajectories' age-time shape showed that
transitions were occurring most rapidly at young ages, and this measure
spotlighted the differences between cohorts over the 22-29 age span in
the age-time shape of the transition into single-family homeownership.
Over these ages the proportion owners increased by a factor of 2.331 for
the baby boom-parent cohort (C8), but it increased even more (by a
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factor of 2.919) for the most recent cohort (C3), born at the beginning
of the baby boom (1947-48). The latter cohort started at a lower ownership
level than its "parent" cohort, but after about age 26 it accelerated its
transition into ownership so much that by age 28-29 it had surpassed the
ownership level of its "parents."
The second measure used to quantify cohorts' careers was based on the
person-years concept. We measured the cumulative person years of exper-
ience in different statuses over particular age spans. For housing stat-
uses this amounts to calculating cumulative housing demand over time for
particular levels of consumption. We found that each successive cohort
(save the most recent in the 18-25 age span) had consumed more housing
units per person over time (i.e. higher lifetime household headship) than
had the preceding cohorts. Similarly, we observed sharp increases in
single-family ownership consumption across all successive cohorts except
those in the 18-25 and--22-29 age span. Not only has the age-time shape
of the ownership transition changed, but the initial delay in ownership
attainment contributes to a reduction in cumulative homeownership con-
sumption under age 30.
At several points in this analysis it was suggested that changes in
the family formation patterns might be contributing to a reduction in
single-family homeownership consumption, at least at young ages. The
second stage of the analysis estimated the changing overlap in family
development and housing consumption increases. We found that participation
in household headship was increasing sufficiently among non-married
women to offset the potential impact that delayed marriage and increased
divorce might have on household formations. Similarly, participation in
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single-family homeownership was increasing for all marital groups across
successive cohorts, but evidently these increases were not sufficient
to maintain previous cohorts' ownership levels at young ages.
We probed further into the overlap of owner-occupancy and married
couples' time spent in different parent statuses. This analysis showed
large increases in the owner-occupancy of childless and young-child couples
who are members of recent cohorts. In fact, the most recent cohort in
the 22-29 age span (C3) had higher cumulative ownership consumption for
couples with only very young children than for couples with school age
children. This represents a reversal of the order observed in all other
cohorts. The finding is also somewhat anomalous since young children
grow into older children and their parents are unlikely to give up owner-
ship as the children reach school age. The next chapter will present a
statistical analysis that affords more precise estimates of the changing
linkage between family formation and single-family homeownership attain-
ment.
The third stage of the analysis in this chapter sought to decompose
the differences between cohorts' cumulative housing consumption into
separate components attributable to differences in cohorts' family careers
and differences in consumption rates at each age and family status. This
components of change analysis showed that increased housing consumption
in the postwar era was supported by both greater family formation rates
and greater housing consumption rates. However, after the peak of the
baby boom, the potential increases in consumption due to family shifts
stopped with the C8 cohort and turned into sizeable, potential decreases
as family formation slowed down for more recent cohorts. At the same time,
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housing consumption rates continued to increase, and these increases
largely have offset, and even exceeded, the large potential decreases in
consumption due to changing family patterns.
This depiction of aggregate, longitudinal development of family and
housing careers provides a valuable representation of aggregate experience
over time, but this benefit has been secured by making certain sacrifices.
To achieve the longitudinal career data we have been forced to rely on
the constructed cohort method that manufactures observations for years
where they are missing. We can have no confidence in the statistical
reliability of changes between cohorts that are estimated with this method.
Moreover, by focusing on cumulative experience over an age span it is
possible that we have blurred certain important differences that might
exist only at specific ages. In addition, the examination of overlapping
statuses has estimated the frequency with which different combinations of
statuses occur, but it does not allow us to measure the strength of
association between different statuses or to test for the statistical
significance of different relationships.
The next chapter seeks to remedy these shortcomings by developing a
statistical analysis that compares cohorts at specific ages. This analysis
will focus on the issue of how the timing of single-family homownership
attainment has changed relative to family formation behaviors for dif-
ferent-cohorts. The family income and labor force participation variables
that were neglected in the present chapter's analysis will be explored
in the context of the next chapter's analysis.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER 6
1. Money income was based on earnings in the year preceding the survey.
Using the Consumer price Index to reflect the real value of the dollar,
1959 income was inflated by a factor of 1.258, 1969 income was held con-
stant, and 1974 income was deflated by a factor of 0.743 (U.S. Bureau of
the Census, 1977d: 478).
2. The family income distribution of all women is somewhat different
from married women, and the distribution for young women differs from
that for middle-aged women. Different distributions are reported below
for six subsamples within the 18-39 age range. These distributions show
that the income categorization scheme that is proposed provides a fair
compromise for covering the income distributions of the different sub-
samples.
Income Level (1969$)
Percentage Distribution
Under $5,000 $5-9999 $10-14,999 $15,000 or more
All Women
22-23 38.39% 40.10% 17.24% 4.27%
28-29 20.09 37.37 29.20 13.35
38-39 18.58 30.37 29.54 21.51
Married Women
22-23 16.46 50.16 26.75 6.62
28-29 8.61 38.86 35.94 16.59
38-39 8.49 30.40 35.06 26.05
Source: Special tabulation of the Joint Center 1970 Public Use Sample
Family Nucleus computer file.
3. The cohorts born in the 1930s registered the highest fertility of any
cohorts born in the twentieth century. The 1937-38 cohort entered
motherhood very quickly. By age 27, 81.3 percent had become mothers.
Only the immediately preceding cohort entered motherhood at a faster
pace--81.8 percent of the 1935-36 cohort were mothers by age 27. Com-
pleted fertility is more difficult to compare, because cohorts will have
not all completed their child-bearing until they reach age 49 or there-
abouts. But it appears that the 1937-38 cohort will also have a lower
completed fertility than its imediate predecessors (National Center for
Health Statistics, 1976: Table 6A).
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4. It can also be demonstrated that the apparent reshaping of the owner-
ship transition is not an artifact of the constructed cohort method.
Close examination of the age-specifc ownership rates in the 1960, 1970,
and 1975 surveys shows that ownership has been declining for cohorts
under age 28 and that it has been increasing for cohorts above that age
(unpublished tabulations prepared for input into the constructed cohort
program).
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Chapter 7
THE SHIFTING LINKAGE BETWEEN FAMILY DEVELOPMENT AND
ATTAINMENT OF SINGLE-FAMILY HOMEOWNERSHIP
Several limitations were noted in the preceding chapter concerning
the estimation of cohort changes on the basis of constructed cohort
careers. While this analysis uncovered some important insights about
the nature of longitudinal interaction between aggregate family develop-
ment and housing careers, we were unable to specify changes with any
statistical confidence. A second shortcoming is that the analysis was
based on aggregate descriptions of behavior that did not enable us to
study the shifting linkages between behaviors on the basis of their
associations at the individual level. While the aggregate person years
of participation in different status combinations were calculated from
the distributions of individuals, this mode of analysis does not permit
us to assess the strength of association between different statuses.
This chapter presents an analysis that remedies these methodological
weaknesses, first, by testing for the statistical significance of
behavioral linkages and their changes, and second, by measuring the
strength of association between behaviors and strength of change be-
tween cohorts. In order to achieve this degree of statistical precision,
however, we must sacrifice the longitudinal cohort perspective in
favor of a cross-sectional analysis that contrasts cohorts from different
survey years at the same specific age. This analysis can be coordinated
with the cohort analysis in the preceding chapter by selecting the same
cohorts for comparison at particular ages. In addition, the statistical
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analysis retains a longitudinal, life course focus by means of including
a measure of family development stage. These features of the analysis
will be elaborated below.
The statistical analysis will be focused on the relationships of
family development and marital disruption to ownership attainment. A
major observation in the preceding chapter was that recent cohorts have
been expanding their participation in non-married and delayed parent
statuses at the same time as ownership experience has overlapped in-
creasingly with time spent in these statuses. The statistical analysis
in this chapter will permit more accurate estimation of the links between
different family behaviors and ownership attainment.
Our primary purpose will be to investigate the changes between
cohorts in the timing of family formation relative to ownership attain-
ment. A major hypothesis of this dissertation has been that adjustments
in family formation behavior might serve as an important mechanism for
helping to sustain housing progress in recent young cohorts. By delaying
childbearing young women can sustain continuous labor force participation
and also avoid incurring the direct costs of raising children. These
family adjustments have the potential to be a very significant contrib-
utor to improved home purchasing ability by young cohorts. The behavioral
evidence in support of this hypothesis is explored in this chapter.
A secondary research question concerns the changes between cohorts
in the effect of marital disruption on homeownership. Divorce, separa-
tion, or widowhood disrupts the orderly process of both family develop-
ment and housing progress. How much is ownership attainment impaired by
marital disruption, and has this negative effect been reduced for recent
241
cohorts? These questions grow more important as the experience of marital
disruption continues to increase. To some extent the rising rates of
housing progress for married couples are being offset by the rising oc-
currence of marital disruption and its associated reversals of housing
progress.
Overview of the Statistical Approach
The statistical methods to be employed in this chapter are based on
techniques of multivariate contingency table analysis developed by
Goodman (1965; 1970; 1971; 1972), Bishop et al. (1975), and others. It
will be recalled that one of the techniques proposed by Modell et al.
(1976) for analyzing cohort transitions was to calculate the contingent
associations of pairs of statuses at each age. Modell and his associates
decided to measure this "integration" of behaviors by means of Goodman's
lambda. These authors give little discussion of the measure's statis-
tical properties or how to interpret it beyond noting that when lambda
"is high, we can better predict holding of one status by knowing the
holding of another" (Modell et al., 1976:23).
There are three important shortcomings of the Modell approach to
representing status contingencies. The first is that the lambda measure
is based on logs of cell frequencies and so its measurement scale of
integration is difficult to interpret. While it is clear that movement
toward more negative values implies an increasing inverse correlation
(and movement toward higher positive values indicates a stronger positive
correlation), it is not clear what a "strong" correlation implies about
the specific likelihood of one behavior given another. The second
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weakness is that Modell appears to have calculated the lambdas from the
raw data without first ascertaining the statistical significance of the
effects. The third, and more important, weakness is that Modell has
measured the associations only between pairs of statuses, and hence he
has failed to take account of other relationships that might affect the
contingency between two statuses.
The approach taken here improves on these weaknesses in the Modell
methodology. The data first will be subjected to significance testing
to ascertain what relationships are statistically significant. In addi-
tion, we will model the relationships among sets of variables representing
cohort membership, family status, housing type, and other variables.
These multivariate models will permit relationships to be studied after
controlling for the effects of other variables. Finally, we will inter-
pret the strength of associations between behaviors according to the
odds of their occurrence. Odds and odds ratios are multiplicative
measures that provide a more intelligible measurement scale for parameter
estimation than is provided by measures based on adding the logs of
frequencies (cf. Page, 1977).
The first stage of the analysis is to test for significant relation-
ships among a set of variables forming a multivariate contingency table.
The method to be employed involves fitting a series of hierarchical log-
linear models to the data and comparing the goodness-of-fit of alternative
model specifications. This method has been developed by Leo Goodman
(1965; 1970; 1971; 1972), Bishop et al. (1975), and others, but its
clearest exposition is provided by Davis (1974). The fundamental proce-
dure is to see how closely the observed data can be replicated when
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different marginals are held constant. When the effect of a specified
marginal is not needed to create a reasonable description of the observed
data, we can term that effect insignificant and drop it from the model.
The significance of an effect is inferred from changes in the goodness-
of-fit chi-square statistic or the likelihood-ratio chi-square statistic
when the given marginal is omitted from the model specification.1
Marginal relationships within a multivariate table consist not only
of the one-way relationships pertaining to each variable in the table,
but marginals also exist for combinations of variables within the table.
For example, a three-variable table has three one-way marginals, three
two-way marginals composed of pairs of variables, and one three-way
marginal composed of all three variables and exactly describing the
data. The implications of models fitted with different sets of these
marginals can be understood most clearly through discussion of an example.
The top panel of Table 7-1 reports the observed cell frequencies
for the three-way relationship among cohort membership, parental status,
and housing consumption. Each of these variables has only two categories
and so the resulting table has 8 cells. These data pertain to married
couples with the wife aged 28-29 in 1960 or in 1970 (thus identifying
the two cohort categories). Parental status is defined by the age of the
oldest child--under 6 or 6 and older. For purposes of this illustration
childless couples are omitted. Housing consumption is defined in two
categories--single-family homeowner or other. The data in Table 7-1 show
that parents with older children have a higher percentage of ownership
in both cohorts, and members of the 1970 cohort also have a higher per-
centage of ownership than the earlier cohort. A third possible two-way
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Table 7-1: OWNER-OCCUPANCY OF MARRIED WOMEN AGES 28-29 BY
COHORT AND PARENTAL STATUS
Parent Housing Consumption (H)
Status (P) Own Other a
Observed Frequencies
Olderc 2917 1903
Youngerc 1281 957
Older 2618 1971
Younger 1413 1223
Expected Frequencies Under Model (2)
With Fitted Marginals: (CP)(PH)
Odds, Percentage
Own:Other Homeowners
1.533
1.339
1.328
1.155
60.5
57.2
57.0
53.6
Olde
Youn
Olde
Youn
Olde
Your
Olde
Your
r 2835.44 1984.56
ger 1237.01 1000.99
r 2699.56 1889.44
ger 1456.99 1179.01
Expected Frequencies Under Model(3)
With Fitted Marginals: (CP) (CH)
r 2866.87 1953.13
ger 1331.13 906.869
r 2560.31 2028.69
ger 1470.69 1165.31
1.429
1.236
1.429
1.236
1.468
1.468
1.262
1.262
58.8
55.3
58.8
55.3
59.5
59.5
55.8
55.8
SOURCE: The data for this table and all others in this chapter are drawn
from calculations performed on the data base described in Appen-
dix A.
a. "Other" category includes renters, owners not occupying single-family
homes, and nonheads.
b. Cohorts are identified by survey year.
c. "Older" parent status signifies that children have reached age 6,
while "younger" status signifies that the oldest child is under 6.
Cohort (C)
1960
1970
1960
1970
1960
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relationship is that a higher fraction of the 1970 cohort has older chil-
dren. While this relationship does not directly involve homeownership,
it has a potential indirect effect on the overall ownership rate differ-
ences of the two cohorts.
In order to assess the significance of different relationships within
the table in a comprehensive, systematic fashion, a number of alternative
models are fitted to the data reported in the top panel of Table 7-1.
These models are described, and the degrees of fit are assessed, in Table
7-2. In each of these models the fitted marginals are described by the
variables forming each marginal, with each variable designated by a let-
ter: cohort (C), parental status (P), and housing consumption (H). For
example, Model (1) describes a hypothesized set of effects containing
two fitted marginals: a two-way marginal describing the relationship
between cohort membership and parental status (CP) and a single-variable
marginal pertaining to housing consumption (H).
Table 7-2
LIKELIHOOD-RATIO CHI-SQUARE VALUES AND DEGREES OF FREEDOM
FOR SELECTED MODELS FITTED TO DATA IN TOP PANEL OF TABLE 7-1
Model Marginals Fitted Degrees of Freedom G Probability
(l) (CP) (H) 3 34.7251 <.0001
(2) (CP)(PH) 2 18.1539 .0003
(3) (CP)(CH) 2 14.8522 .0009
(4) (CP)(CH)(PH) 1 .0031 .9544
(5) (CPH) 0 0 1.0000
Model (1) describes a baseline hypothesis that controls for parental
differences between cohorts, but assumes that housing consumption is
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identical for both cohorts and for both parental statuses. This model
assumes that the total ownership rate in the table (57.6 percent) applies
to all subcategories. The very high likelihood-ratio chi-square (G )
value ofE 34.7251 with 3 degrees of freedom indicates that this model
does not fit well and at least one significant relationship needs to be
added in order to describe the data adequately.
Models (2) and (3) in Table 7-2 test alternative hypotheses. Model
(2) fits two two-way marginals to the data--(CP) and (PH)--reflecting
the hypothesis that, controlling once again for the relationship between
cohort and parental status, the data can be adequately described by the
relationship between parental status and housing consumption. Model (3)
also contains two two-way marginals--(CP) and (CH)--but it assumes that
the key housing relationship is with cohort instead of parental status.
Table 7-2 shows that the likelihood-ratio chi-square values for these
models are still high and generate cell frequencies that are significantly
different from the observed frequencies. When all three two-way mar-
ginals are included in the model specification, as in Model (4), a very
close fit is obtained to the data. Only the saturated model--Model (5)--
containing the full three-variable interaction (and exactly describing
the data) provides a better fit, but the reduced model with three sep-
arate two-way marginals is adequate to describe the observed frequencies,
and so it is adopted as the best-fitting model containing all significant
relationships.
Despite their relatively poor fit, it is useful to examine closely
the expected values produced by Models (2) and (3) because the pattern
of these values reveals more clearly the implications of the alternative
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model assumptions. The second and third panels of Table 7-1 report the
expected frequencies generated by the two alternative model specifications.
Model (2) assumes that the observed data can be generated by two two-way
marginals, omitting the relationship between cohort and housing consumption.
The resulting expected frequencies in the second panel of Table 7-1 show
that the percentage who are homeowners is greater for parents of older
children but that there is no difference between the two cohorts. Com-
paring the observed and expected frequencies in the homeownership cells,
we see that the expected frequencies of homeownership for the 1960 cohort
are too high, while those for the 1970 cohort are too low. These dif-
ferences (together with the reciprocal differences in the non-homeowner
cells) are large enough to generate the significant discrepancy reported
by the chi-square value in Table 7-2.
Model (3) contains a different assumption; namely, that the data can
be described without including the relationship between parental status
and housing consumption and by including instead the relationship be-
tween cohort and housing. The expected values generated under this model
are presented in the third panel of Table 7-1. These expected frequencies
indicate a 3.7 percentage homeownership difference between cohorts but
not between parental statuses. Comparing the observed and expected fre-
quencies in the homeownership cells, it is apparent that the estimated
ownership for parents of young children is too high in both cohorts and
it is too low for parents of older children in both cohorts. These dif-
ferencies are also so large as to generate- a significantly large chi-
square value in Table 7-2.
The model that fits the observed frequencies best is Model (4)
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containing all three two-way marginals. While the expected values gen-
erated by this model are not reported in Table 7-1, they are very close
to the observed data. In the observed data there is a difference in
homeownership both between cohorts and between parent groups. However,
because the full three variable interaction (the saturated model repre-
sented by Model (5)) is not required to adequately fit the observed data,
we know that the relationship between homeownership and parenthood has
not altered between cohorts or, alternatively, that the relationship
between cohort and homeownership is not different between parent groups.
The procedure for significance testing that is illustrated by the
example discussed here can be extended to models applied to data tabulated
in tables with four, five, six or more dimensions (variables). While
these models can become much more complex, virtually the same procedure
is followed as for the three variable example. Using the technique of
fitting marginals with hierarchical loglinear models we can determine
systematically and very efficiently what effects in the table are sig-
nificant and worthy of close scrutiny.
The second stage in the analysis is to calculate the strength and
direction of the significant effects comprising the reduced models. Table
7-1 presents two different measures for estimating effects: percentages
and odds. The odds of homeownership are calculated as the ratio of owners
to non-owners, while the percentage homeowners is calculated as the ratio
between owners and the total persons in a group. Odds of 1.0 equal a
percentage of 50 percent, with odds above 1.0 corresponding to a percentage
greater than 50 percent, and odds below 1.0 corresponding to a percentage
less than 50 percent. The exact relationship between the odds and a
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percentage based on the same data is described by the following, alterna-
tive equations:
Percent
= Odds
100 - Percent
Odds
1 + Odds X 100 = Percent
Odds and odds-based measures are preferred for multivariate analysis
because they are based only on individual cell frequencies within a table
and do not depend, as does the percentage method, on marginal totals.
Because of this property odds can be manipulated to express many different
relationships within the same table. The primary measure that is used to
describe statistical effects in this chapter is the odds ratio. The
ratio of ownership odds for one group relative to another can be inter-
preted as the effect of group membership (other factors being equal) on
ownership attainment. For example, the expected odds of ownership under
Model (2) in Table 7-1 are 1.429 for parents of older children and 1.236
for parents of younger children. The odds ratio (older relative to
younger) is 1.156, measuring the ownership advantage of parents with
older children.
Additional effects can be calculated by taking the ratios of odds
ratios to form higher-order odds ratios. For example, the ratio of the
parent-housing odds ratio in 1970 to the ratio in 1960 measures the
change over time in the relationship between parenthood and ownership
attainment. In the expected frequencies generated by Model (2) this
second-order odds ratio is 1.0, indicating no change in the relationship.
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A second-order relationship of less than 1.0 (1970 relative to 1960) would
have indicated a weakening of the 1960 relationship, while a second-
order ratio of more than 1.0 would have indicated an intensification of
the 1960 relationship. Of course, the finding of no change was predeter-
mined by the model specification. A second-order odds ratio cannot
depart from 1.0 unless a three-variable interaction term (a three-way
marginal) is fitted to the data.
While odds ratios form the basis for log-linear analysis of contin-
gency tables (cf. Bishop et al., 1975: 13-29), the log-linear model is
based on additive combinations of cell frequencies in log form. This
transformation of the multiplicative model based on odds and odds ratios
into an additive model based on logs has been adopted for ease of com-
putation and also, apparently, because the resultant formulation resembles
the analysis of variance notation and conceptualization. Nevertheless,
as Page (1977) and others have pointed out, the log transformation makes
it much more difficult to interpret the statistical findings' substan-
tive implications. Page recommends printing the expected frequencies
generated by the best-fitting log-linear model and then calculating the
magnitude of the significant effects in odds ratio form. This- is the
procedure that will be followed for the analysis presented in this chapter.
Selection of Cohorts for Cross-Sectional Comparison
Using the 1960, 1970, and (fall) 1975 survey data implies that at
most three cohorts can be compared when they are the same age. In the
preceding chapter we focused the analysis on five cohorts: C3, C5, CS,
Cll, and C14. When these cohorts are traced across the three survey
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years, ages 22-23, 26-27, 28-29, 32-33, and 38-39 are identified as the
most appropriate ages for cross-sectional analysis if we are to establish
continuity with the preceding chapter's analysis (see Figure 7-1).
These ages are appropriate on other grounds as well. Age 22-23
is the youngest age where we have strong confidence in the accuracy of the
data and age 38-39 is the oldest age for which data have been collected
in our sample frame, so both ages seem reasonable candidates for analysis.
Moreover, ages 26-27, 28-29, and 32-33 have special importance because
of their location within the age span where recent cohorts have rebounded
from relatively low to progressively higher ownership rates. The chang-
ing age-time shape of single-family homeownership attainment was a major
finding in the preceding chapter. It is possible that the changing
linkage between family formation and ownership attainment is highly
pronounced within age groups of the late twenties and early thirties,
and these changes might account for cohorts' delayed, but relatively
great, ownership attainment.
The sample cohorts are traced through the survey years in Figure
7-1. The 1975 survey has been treated like a 1976 survey because it was
taken only 6 months before the two-year age groups would have enclosed
the cohorts defined by age in 1970. As it is 25 percent of the cohort
members are excluded by this age definition in the fall of 1975, and
whatever changes are observed between 1970 and 1975 are slightly under-
estimated relative to the changes between 1970 and spring 1976. To
complete the cross-sectional comparison, additional cohorts are sampled
for each target age not occupied in a given survey year by one of the
five sample cohorts. At the older ages in 1960, however, both the C14
FIGURE 7-1:
-2
22-23
SCHEMATIC REPRESENTATION OF THE COHORT SAMPLE PLAN
c-0 C-2
C-3. C-5
1975
(Fal )
1970
w'uL
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c-8 C-11
c-14
C-10 C-13 c-16
I I I IU I - 32-33 314-35 36-37 38-39
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cohort and the "extra" observation at age 38-39 have been omitted for
different reasons. The cohort aged 38-39 in 1960 established its families
during the 1940s and does not represent the post-war experience as clearly
as does the cohort aged 38-39 in 1970 (Cll). The C14 cohort has been
omitted partly for this reason, but primarily because it is the only
sample cohort that cannot be observed as recently as 1970.
Before proceeding with the analysis a caution must be noted about
the dangers of confusing age, cohort, and period (survey year) effects.
When we compare cohorts at a given age we also are comparing periods
because each cohort comes from a different survey year. As discussed in
Chapter 5, it should be recognized that the cohort differences that are
identified could just as likely be period differences. It is never
possible to decompose these effects statistically, and so we must rely
on the understanding that differences in cohort experience are a function
of both period differences and behaviors unique to particular cohorts.
That is to say, differences in housing careers can be caused by the fact
that "times have changed" as well as by the fact that cohorts might be
uniquely different.
FAMILY DISTRIBUTION OF OWNERSHIP ATTAINMENT
Following the cohort sample plan, cohorts in different survey years
are compared at the same age. This analysis proceeds in two parts.
First, the ever-married portions of cohorts are analyzed for basic
differences in the effect of family status on homeownership attainment.
Never-married women are excluded because too few have children to permit
statistical analysis. Following this initial analysis, the currently
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married portions of cohorts will be subjected to more detailed analysis
adding income and labor force participation variables. The task of the
later analysis will be to learn what effect these added variables have
upon the basic relationships uncovered in the first section.
Single-Family Ownership of Ever-Married Women
Several research questions are addressed in this section. Has the
ownership disadvantage of previously married women decreased in recent
cohorts? Has the ownership disadvantage of childless women or women
with young children decreased in recent cohorts? Is the effect of parent
status different in different marital statuses, and has this interaction
effect shifted for recent cohorts? These questions are addressed in
two stages. We begin by conducting tests for statistical significance
to learn what effects are present in the cohort data. Then these sig-
nificant effects are measured for their strength.
A number of hierarchical log-linear models have been fitted to the
cohorts compared at each age. Table 7-3 summarizes these results. Sim-
ilar models are fitted to the data in each cohort comparison, so we will
begin with a more detailed explanation of the tests for the youngest age
group.
Model (1) for age 22-23 tests the hypothesis that cohort, marital
status, and parent status each have a separate effect on ownership at-
tainment. The large chi-square for this model indicates that this model
fits poorly, and so this hypothesis must be rejected. Model (2) tests
the hypothesis that the effects of marital status and parenthood on
ownership are different in each cohort. This model generates a very low
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Table 7-3: HIERARCHICAL LOG-LINEAR MODELS OF MARGINALS FITTED
TO THE FAMILY AND HOUSING STATUSES OF EVER-MARRIED
WOMEN IN SELECTED COHORTS AT EACH AGE
Marginal Specifications
C = Cohort (observed in 1960, 1970, or fall 1975)
M = Marital Status (currently married, previously married)
P = Parent Status (childless, child under 6, child 6 or older)
H = Housing Status (single-family owner, other).
A. AGE 22-23: Cohorts CS, C3, CO
2 Degrees of
Model Marginals Fitted G Freedom Probability
(1) (CMP) (CH) (MH) (PH) 51.7857 12 .0001
(2) (CMP) (CMH)(CPH) 5.3001 6 .5071
(3) (CMP) (CMH)(PH) 43.8068 10 .0001
* (4) (CMP) (MH) (CPH) 12.8794 8 .1155
B. AGE 26-27: Cohorts C10, C5, C2
2 Degrees of
Model Marginals Fitted G Freedom Probability
(1) (CMP)(CH)(MH)(PH) 76.4816 12 .0001
(2) (CMP)(CH) (MPH) 71.0559 10 .0001
(3) (CMP) (CMH) (PH) 74.2460 10 .0001
* (4) (CMP) (MH) (CPH) 13.6343 8 .0913
C. AGE 28-29: Cohorts Cll, C6, C3
2 Degrees of
Model Marginals Fitted G Freedom Probability
(1) (CMP) (CH) (MH) (PH) 56.6115 12 .0001
(2) (CMP) (CMH) (CPH) 15.6909 6 .0155
(3) (CMP)(CMH)(PH) 52.4695 10 .0001
* (4) (CMP)(MH)(CPH) 19.6393 8 .0119
D. AGE 32-33: Cohorts C13, C8, C5
2 Degrees of
Model Marginals Fitted G Freedom Probability
(1) (CMP)(CH) (MH)(PH) 44.39 12 .0001
(2) (CMP) (MH) (CPH) 33.7118 8 .0001
(3) (CMP)(CMH) (PH) 41.5506 10 .0001
* (4) (CMP) (CH) (MPH) 20.5455 10 .0243
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E. AGE 38-39: Cohorts Cll, CS
2 Degrees of
Model Marginals Fitted G Freedom Probability
* (1) (CMP) (CH) (MH) (PH) 15.2051 7 .0331
(2) (CMP) (CMH) (PH) 14.5389 6 .0239
(3) (CMP) (MH) (CPH) 10.2137 5 .0686
Difference between (1)
and (3) 4.9914 2 .0804.
* Designates the best-fitting model at each .age. The criteria for best
fit are:
a)
b)
Chi-square_ .01
Most reduced terms without generating a significant chi-square
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chi-square when it is compared to the actual data, indicating a very close
fit. The hypothesis that only parenthood has a constant effect on owner-
ship in each cohort is tested in Model (3), but this model fits poorly.
Finally, the fourth model tests the hypothesis that only marital status
has a constant effect in each cohort. This model generates a low chi-
square and, though it is greater than for Model (2), this model is pre-
ferred because its difference from the true data is not significant and
because it requires fewer marginals to fit the data. Further tests (un-
reported) indicate that this model cannot be reduced further.
These significance tests lead to several substantive conclusions.
First, the tests control for the differences among cohorts in marital
status and parenthood by including the (CMP) term. After controlling
for these demographic differences, a number of hypotheses are tested
about effects on ownership. These tests show first that the disadvantage
of previously-married women is the same in all cohorts because a (CMH)
term is not required to fit the data adequately. Secondly the effect
of parenthood is not different for married and previously-married women
because a (MPH) term is not required. Finally, we have learned that the
effect of parenthood is different in each cohort because a (CPH) term
is needed to fit the data. Whether or not this represents a decrease
in the disadvantage of childless or young-child families cannot be deter-
mined at this stage of the analysis. To answer that question we must
compute the strength of the effects from the modeled data. Before re-
porting those effects let us summarize the significant, fitted models
that have been determined for the other age groups.
At ages 26-27 and 28-29 the best fitting model is identical to that
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for the youngest age group: (CMP), (CPH), (MH). In brief, this model
implies a constant marital effect on ownership in each cohort and it
indicates that the advantage of parents with school-age children differs
between cohorts.
The relationship between family behavior and ownership attainment is
substantially different, however, at age 32-33. Several models of fitted
marginals are summarized in Table 7-3, and the only one that fits the
data reasonably well, Model (4), contains different fitted marginals than
for models in the younger age groups: (CMP), (CH), (MPH). This model
contains a significant interaction among marital status, parenthood .and
housing, as represented by the (MPH) term. This indicates that the
effect of marital status is not constant and varies by parent status.
The model also contains a (CH) term that indicates a constant difference
in ownership between cohorts that does not depend significantly on
parent status as was the case for younger age groups.
The best fitting model at age 38-39 has a simpler structure than
the other significant models selected for preceding age groups: (CMP),
(CH), (ME), (PH). This model contains separate independent relationships
between housing and each of the other variables. None of these relation-
ships is significantly affected by another of the model variables. The
most noteworthy feature of this model is that the effect of parent status
on ownership is constant across cohorts and marital statuses.
We now turn to the question of how strong are the significant effects
contained in the best fitting models selected for the different age groups.
There are two basic effects on ownership that need to be evaluated: the
effect of marital status on ownership and the effect of parent status on
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ownership. Let us begin with the marital status effect, because it has
the simplest, and strongest, link to homeownership. After we have
assessed the marital effect at each age, we can turn to analysis of the
more complicated parenthood effect.
The effect of marital status on ownership can be described as the
ratio between ownership odds for married and previously-married women.
The ownership odds ratios for each age group are reported in Table 7-4.
The effect of being currently married is extremely strong, raising
ownership odds approximately 8 times over those for previously-married
women (divorced, separated, or widowed women). At age 32-33 there is no
single significant effect of marital status: the effect of being cur-
rently married is significantly greater for childless women than for
women with children.
The strength of the marital effect is not surprising, given the
drastic changes that usually accompany marital disruption: income plummets,
family life-style is altered, and the ex-wife is likely to change resi-
dence.2 Ex-wives may be both less likely to retain ownership over time
and also less likely to acquire it for the first time. The fact that
the marital difference is so much greater for childless women at ag.e
32-33 is possibly explained in two ways. One explanation is that these
women were less advanced in their family careers at the time of disrup-
tion, and so they had not yet acquired the housing desired for family
raising. The second possible explanation is that childless ex-wives
are less likely to have retained ownership than mothers who become the
heads of single-parent families. The surprising finding is that similar
significant differences are not present in other age groups.
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Table 7-4: EFFECT OF MARITAL STATUS ON OWNER-OCCUPANCY
(Ownership Odds Ratio Between Married and
Previously-Married Women)
Parent Status
Age Childless Young-Child School-Age Child
22-23 8 . 3 7 8 a
26-27 7.789a
28-29 7.915a
32-33 1 2 .4 0 7b 5 .2 2 7b 6 .5 3 1b
38-39 6 .5 1 2 a
a. Derived from the (MH) fitted marginal in the
this age group. The effect of marital status on
across other variables.
best-fitting model for
ownership is constant
b. Derived from the (MPH) fitted marginal in the best-fitting model for
this age group. The effect of marital status on ownership varies by
parental status.
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The Family Timing Effect on Ownership
Let us turn our attention now to the parenthood effect on ownership.
There are two substantive interpretations of the interaction of cohort
and parenthood in their effect on homeownership when ownership is treated
as the dependent variable. The first interpretation is that the change
in ownership between cohorts is different in each parent status, while
the second interpretation is that the difference in ownership between
parent statuses changes for each cohort. These two interpretations are
not contradictory, and in fact they represent merely a different emphasis
on the same information. Nevertheless, the two interpretations embody
different insights. We will discuss them in turn.
One of the findings in the preceding chapter was that ownership
experience has increased most rapidly in those family statuses where it
has been lowest traditionally. The current analysis permits statistically
more accurate estimates of the changes between cohorts. The trend
toward increased ownership can be measured as the ratio of ownership odds
in one cohort to those for an earlier cohort. Table 7-5 summarizes
these "change ratios" for each parent status in the age groups that have
been analyzed. An initial observation to be made about these change
ratios is that greater increases in ownership occurred between 1970 and
1975 than between 1960 and 1970. In only three age-parent groups did
the odds of ownership decline between cohorts (a change ratio less than
1.0). Slight declines occurred between 1960 and 1970 among childless
and young-child parents at age 22-23, and between 1970 and 1975 for
school-age parents at age 26-27.
The important point to note is that increases between cohorts in age
262
Table 7-5: CHANGE RATIOS BETWEEN COHORTS OF OWNERSHIP ODDS FOR
EACH PARENT STATUS
(Ownership Odds Ratios Between Recent and Earlier
Cohorts)
Cohort a Comparisons At Each Age
1970 Relative 1975 Relative 1975 Relative
Age Parent Status to 1960 to 1960 to 1970
22-23b Childless .852 1.569 1.842
Young-Child .900 1.017 1.129
School-Age 1.106 1.161 1.050
26-27b Childless 1.152 1.840 1.597
Young-Child 1.165 1.491 1.280
School-Age 1.091 1.007 .923
28-29b Childless 1.139 1.692 1.484
Young-Child 1.162 1.689 1.453
School-Age 1.170 1.213 1.037
32-33 c Childless
Young-Child 1.115 1.384 1.241
School-Age
38-39 c Childless
Young-Child d __d 1.247
School-Age
a. Cohorts are identified by the survey year in which they occupied the
specified age group (see Figure 7-1).
b. Ratios are derived from the (CPH) fitted marginal in the best-fitting
model for this age group. The effect of cohort on ownership varies by
parent status.
c. Ratios are derived from the (CH) fitted marginal in the best-fitting
marginal for this age group. The effect of cohort on ownership is con-
stant across other variables.
d. The 1960 cohort was not sampled for this age group.
263
groups under 30 were greater in the childless and young-child families
than in the families with school-age children. For example, at age 28-29
the ownership odds for childless couples increased 1.484 times between
1970 and 1975 while those for parents of school-age children increased
by only 1.037. At ages 32-33 and 38-39, however, there was no significant
difference among parent groups in the rate of ownership increase between
cohorts. Between 1970 and 1975 ownership odds increased by 1.241 and
1.247 for the respective age groups. Overall, the 1970-75 change ratios
indicate that under age 30 ownership increases were concentrated in the
childless and young-child parent statuses.
Three hypotheses are suggested by the occurrence of this ownership
expansion in family statuses which the previous chapter identified as
growing in cohort participation. The first possibility is that the trend
toward increasing ownership among childless and young-child families
merely represents a broadening of ownership opportunity to include family
statuses where it is traditionally lowest.. Whereas this rather vague
hypothesis assumes that the ownership trend and the trend toward changing
family participation are independent of one another, a second hypothesis
assumes a passive link between the two trends. The second hypothesis
asserts that there is a fixed likelihood of ownership in a cohort at each
age, and as the cohort members distribute themselves disproportionately
into different family statuses (relative to their predecessors) they
carry increased likelihood of ownership into those growing family statuses.
As an illustration of this hypothesis, if childless couples in the past
were social deviants who cared neither for children nor homeownership,
and if present childless couples subscribed -moreto the mainstream social
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values (including homeownership), then the trend toward increased
childlessness could be accompanied passively by higher ownership rates
for childless couples.
In addition to the hypotheses of independent relationship and passive
relationship, there is a third hypothesis that posits a causal link be-
tween the family and housing trends. This hypothesis states that the
reason ownership has increased so much faster in childless and young-child
statuses is that married couples have occupied those statuses as part of
a strategy to acquire single-family homeownership. The causal hypothesis
assumes that by postponing parenthood married couples are aided in their
struggle for homeownership. This advantage stems from the fact that
family income and accumulated savings can be increased if wives maintain
continuous labor force participation, and added family expenditures also
can be avoided by postponing parenthood (cf. Roistacher and Young, 1979).
Attitudinal survey data do not exist by which to test the three
hypotheses linking family and housing behavior. Instead we must test
the validity of the alternative hypotheses by closely examining the
cohort behavior patterns. Because the hypotheses have an implicit hier-
archical order, it is not necessary to test each separate hypothesis.
For example, if it can be shown that there is a passive relationship
between family and housing changes, then the hypothesis of independence
can be rejected. And if evidence of a causal relationship can be dis-
cerned, then both the independent and passive hypotheses can be rejected.
Further evidence can be brought to bear on these hypotheses by
subjecting the relationships among cohort, parent status, and ownership
to a second interpretation. This second interpretation focuses on the
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relationship between ownership odds in different parent statuses. If
ownership is increasing more rapidly between cohorts for childless and
young-child couples, then the ownership advantage of parents with school-
age children should be reduced for more recent cohorts. The odds ratio
between ownership odds in each parent status and ownership odds for
school-age parents may be termed a "disadvantage ratio." A ratio of 1.0
implies parity of ownership between families in early stages and families
containing school-age children, and a ratio below 1.0 indicates a relative
disadvantage for families in early stages.
The disadvantage ratios for the cohorts and age groups we have
analyzed are presented in Table 7-6. In 1960 the disadvantage ratios for
each cohort indicate that childless couples had ownership odds only 0.4
times as high as those for parents of school-age children, while parents
of young children had ownership chances that were .74 to .90 times as
high as school-age parents' chances. Only slight changes occurred in
this pattern at each age between 1960 and 1970. In 1975, however, sub-
stantial improvements occurred in the disadvantage ratios because of
the disproportionate ownership increases that occurred in the childless
and young-child family groups.
The startling observation is that in two of the- age groups, 26-27 and
28-29, couples with young children reversed their traditional ownership
disadvantage relative to parents of school-age children. Ownership in-
creased so much at the young-child family stage that at age 26-27 owner-
ship odds were 1.33 times greater than for parents of school-age children
and at age 28-29 ownership odds were 1.21 times as great. The evidence
for these age groups at least does not support the hypothesis of either
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Table 7-6: OWNERSHIP DISADVANTAGE RATIOS BETWEEN PARENT STATUSES
FOR EACH COHORT
(Ownership Odds Ratios Between Childless or Young-
Child Parents and Parents of School-Age Children)
Cohort a
Age Parent Status 1960 1970 1975
22-23b Childless .410 .316 .554
Young-Child .896 .729 .784
School-Age Child 1.000 1.000 1.000
26-27b Childless .383 .405 .701
Young-Child. .898 .959 1.330
School-Age Child 1.000 1.000 1.000
28-29b Childless .384 .374 .597
Young-Child .869 .863 1.209
School-Age Child 1.000 1.000 1.000
Married Previously Married
32-33 Childless .384 .202
Young-Child .744 .930
School-Age Child 1.000 1.000
38-39d Childless .281
Young-Child .464
School-Age Child 1.000
a. Cohorts are identified by the survey year in which they occupied a
specified age group (see Figure 7-1).
b. Ratios are derived from the (CPH) fitted marginal in the best-fitting
model for this age group. The effect of parent status on ownership
varies by cohort.
c. Ratios are derived from the (MPH) fitted marginal in the best-fitting
model. for this age group. The effect of parent status on ownership
varies by marital status, and not by cohort.
d. Ratios are derived from the (PH) fitted marginal in the best-fitting
model for this age group. The effect of parent status on ownership is
constant across other variables. The 1960 cohort was not sampled for
this age group.
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an independent or passive link between the family and housing trends.
Were the relationship merely passive, we would expect ownership to increase
in the childless category only up to the point where ownership odds were
equal in the two categories. Instead, we observe that in 1975 cohorts
occupying certain age groups have gained a statistically significant ad-
vantage in homeownership if they have younger children.
The hypothesis of a causal link between the family and housing trends
must be seriously entertained. The causal hypothesis argues that recent
cohorts have postponed childbearing so that they may pursue a desired
standard of living--part of which consists of acquiring single-family
homeownership. Whether or not the explicit intent is to maximize their
chances for homeownership, the revealed behavior pattern indicates that
wives who have borne children only within the past six years have
acquired a homebuying advantage over wives of the same age who started
their families earlier.
This shift in ownership advantage was only observed for cohorts at
two ages in 1975. Since we did not sample all possible cohorts in the
three time periods, it would be useful to learn whether any other cohorts
have experienced this new pattern of ownership advantage to delayed
parenthood. To gain this overview, Figures 7-2 and 7-3 portray the odds
ratios between different family statuses for married couples at each
age but not controlling for other factors. Figure 7-2 shows the ownership
odds ratio at each age between childless couples and parents of school-
age children, while Figure 7-3 graphs the ownership odds ratio between
parents of young children and parents of school-age children. These
odds ratios measure the disadvantage of childless and young-child couples
FIGURE 7-2: RATIO OF OWNERSHIP ODDS BETWEEN CHILDLESS COUPLES AND COUPLES
WITH SCHOOL-AGE CHILDREN, BY AGE OF WIFE
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relative to parents of school-age children.
In both 1960 and 1970 Figure 7-2 shows that childless couples have
ownership odds that are only about .40 of those for school-age parents at
the same age. The 1975 disadvantage is much weaker as the relative odds
rise as high as .72 at age 26-27. Examining the next figure, we see that
among couples with young children in 1960 and 1970, the relative odds
are higher but remain below 1.0 in every year. The relative odds in 1975,
however, rise above 1.0 for three consecutive ages before dropping off
sharply after age 30-31. Thus three consecutive cohorts--C2, C3, and
C4--aged 26-27, 28-29, and 30-31 revealed a pattern in 1975 of ownership
advantage by parents of young children.
This observation raises several puzzles. Why did this shift in
advantage appear in 1975? Why is the shift apparent only between 26 and
31? Will the three cohorts carry this pattern forward to older age
groups, and is there any evidence that they carried the new pattern for-
ward from younger ages? Answering these questions requires a difficult
separation of effects resulting from four temporal characteristics: co-
hort, period, age, and family stage.
Prior to addressing this task it would be helpful to investigate
the changes for our selected cohorts in greater detail. For example, it
is possible that higher-income families have postponed childbearing more
than poor families, and it could be partly for this reason that owner-
ship has increased disproportionately in the delayed parent categories.
In addition, we ought to also investigate the contribution of married
women's labor force participation to the pattern of ownership advantage.
The effects of income and labor force participation are probed in the
next two sections.
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MORE DETAILED ANALYSIS OF OWNERSHIP TIMING
AMONG MARRIED COUPLES
The analysis in the preceding section has uncovered evidence that
cohorts occupying ages 26 through 31 in 1975 experienced an advantage in
homebuying if they included only very young children. This change is
consistent with the causal hypothesis linking family and housing changes
in recent cohorts. This hypothesis states that young married couples have
delayed childbearing so that they may acquire a higher standard of living--
a major part of which consists of homeownership attainment. While the
evidence shows that couples who postponed childbearing have achieved a
homeownership advantage, it is desirable to probe this relationship
further in search of other factors that might contribute to this apparent
advantage.
Impact of Family Income on Ownership
One potential spurious effect that could lead to an apparent ad-
vantage for couples who delay childbearing is created by class differen-
tials in both homebuying and childbearing. If richer people are more
likely to buy homes and also delay childbearing, then postponed parents
could have higher ownership than non-postponed parents. This would not
reflect the advantages of postponement per se. Instead, the appearance
of a causal relationship would be created by the class differentials that
are associated with both family and housing behavior. While this is a
plausible relationship, it is not likely that the relationship has
changed so substantially between 1970 and 1975 that it could account for
the change in ownership advantage accruing to postponed parents.
Entering family income into the analysis of ownership attainment
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will provide further evidence on cohort differences, and it will also
provide a control for the potential spurious effect linking postponement
and ownership. The variable to be used for income is categorized in
$5,000 increments (1969 dollars): less than $5,000, $5,000-$9,999,
$10,000-$14,999, and $15,000 or greater. (The selection of this variable
is defined in more detail in Chapter 6.) At age 22-23 so few married
couples fall into the top income category that it is combined with the
next highest interval to form a "high" category of $10,000 or greater.
At ages 26-27 and above, however, relatively few couples fall into the
bottom category and so the bottom two categories are combined into a
"low" category of under $10,000.
Income enters the significant models of cohort differences in a
different way for each age group. Table 7-7 summarizes some of the
reduced models that were tested at each age. Thebest fitting model
at age 22-23, Model (4), indicates by the (CIH) term that the effect of
income on housing is different for each cohort. This effect is indepen-
dent of the family effect on housing in each cohort described by (CPH).
At age 26-27, however, there is no reduced model that adequately fits
the data. Since the complete set of all possible 3-variable interaction
terms are not sufficient, only the original data can summarize the sig-
nificant relationships that exist. This implies that every relationship
depends on every other relationship, making interpretation of the data
more difficult.
In contrast, the best fitting model at age 28-29 contains a simple
formulation--(IH)--for the effect of income on housing. This associa-
tion effect indicates that essentially the same income effect applies to
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Table 7-7: HIERARCHICAL LOG-LINEAR MODELS OF MARGINALS FITTED
TO THE FAMILY, HOUSING, AND FAMILY INCOME STATUSES OF
CURRENTLY MARRIED WOMEN IN SELECTED COHORTS AT EACH
AGE
Marginal Specifications
C = Cohort (observed in 1960, 1970, or fall 1975)
P = Parent Status (childless, child under 6, child 6 or older)
I = Income (low, middle, high--
see text)
H = Housing Status (single-family owner, other)
A. AGE 22-23: Cohorts C8, C3, CO
2  Degrees of
Model Marginals Fitted G Freedom Probability
(1) (CIP) (CPH) (IH) 41.5676 16 .0007
(2) (CPI)(CPH) (CIH)(PIH) 8.8653 8 .3534
(3) (CPI)(CPH)(PIH) 29.2700 12 .0039
* (4) (CPI)(CPH) (CIH) 21.7397 12 .0402
B. AGE 26-27: Cohorts ClO, C5, C2
2 Degrees ofModel Marginals Fitted G Freedom Probability
(1) (CPI) (CPH)(CIH) (PIH) 34.5463 8 .0001
* (2) (CPIH) 0 0 1.00
C. AGE 28-29: Cohorts Cll, C6, C3
2  Degrees of
Model Marginals Fitted G Freedom Probability
* (1) (CPI) (CPH) (IH) 31.0816 16 .0132
D. AGE 32-33: Cohorts C13, C8, C5
2  Degrees of
Model Narginals Fitted G Freedom Probability
(1) (CPI) (PH) (CIH) 33.3084 16 .0069
(2) (CPI)(PIH) (CIH) 23.2960 12 .0251
* (3) (CPI)(CPH)(CIH) 25.5471 12 .0125
(4) (CPI) (CPH)(PIH) (CIH) 16.1431 8 .0400
Difference between (2) & (4) 7.1529 4 .1268
Difference between (3) & (4) 9.4040 4 .0509
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each cohort and family status, and the income effect is independent of
the family and cohort effect on housing represented by (CPH). At age
32-33, however, there is no clear-cut "best-fitting" model. Table 7-7
summarizes four models that provide a fairly close fit to the actual
data. Models (1) and (2) are each subsets of Model (4), and each of
these reduced models provides an adequate fit to the data. These models
share two terms, (CPI) and (CIH), but contain different terms representing
the effect of family status on housing. In Model (2) the (PIH) term
indicates that this effect depends upon income level, while in model
(3) the (CPH) term indicates that the family-housing effect depends on
cohort. If these terms could be reduced to their common (PH) term, this
dispute would be resolved, but Model (1) shows how much the chi-square
is increased under this assumption. In the interest of simplicity,
Model (3), with the (CPH) term is selected as best-fitting because the
income effect is already included in the (CIH) term and because this
model is more consistent with those in other age groups.
Let us turn now to an analysis of the magnitude of income's effect
on homeownership attainment. Table 7-8 expresses the income effect as
the ratio of ownership odds in the middle or highest income class to
those in the lowest income class. As we would expect, ownership is much
more likely for high-income than middle-income families, and ownership
for the lowest income group--the omitted reference group--is lowest of
all (1.000). The simplest effect of income is observed at age 28-29,
where middle-income families have ownership odds 2.156 times greater
than those of low-income families and high-income families have odds
3.120 times those of low-income families.
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Table 7-8: EFFECT OF FAMILY INCOME ON OWNER-OCCUPANCY
(Ownership Odds Ratio Between Middle or High-Income
Couples and Low-Income Couples)
a
Cohort
1960 1970 1975
Income Class Income Class Income Class
Age Parent Status Middle High Middle High Middle High
22-23b All Statuses 2.365 3.979 2.149 4.000 2.580 5.989
26-27c Childless 2.540 2.396 1.889 2.507 3.158 8.394
Young-Child 2.282 3.458 2.055 2.813 2.317 3.104
School-Age Child 2.286 2.381 2.044 2.835 2.842 3.771
28-29d All Statuses 2.156 3.120 2.156 3.120 2.156 3.120
32-33b All Statuses 2.567 3.234 2.545 4.061 2.509 4.825
a. Cohorts are identified by the survey year in which they
specified age group (see Figure 7-1).
occupied the
b. Odds ratios are derived from the (CIH) .fitted marginal in the best-
fitting model for this age-group. The effect of income on ownership
varies by cohort.
c. Odds ratios are derived from the (CPIH) saturated model for this age
group. The effect of income varies by cohort and parent status.
d. Odds ratios are derived from the (IH) fitted marginal in the best-
fitting model for this age group. The effect of income on ownership is
constant across other variables.
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The income effect is more complex at other ages. Our reduced models
showed that income's effect on housing varied by cohort for two age
groups, 22-23 and 32-33. At both these ages, the increased ownership
odds for middle-income families are relatively constant across cohorts,
while the increased odds for high-income families grow even greater for
the 1975 cohort. At age 22-23 high-income families' advantage moves
from 4.0 times that of low-income families in 1970 to 5.989 times
greater in 1975. This indicates that high income has become even more
important in 1975 for ownership attainment at an early age than it was
in 1970. This shift was not as great for the 32-33 age group, as the
higher-income advantage shifted only from 4.061 to 4.825 between 1970
and 1975.
At age 26-27, a reduced model could not be fitted to the cohort
data. Therefore, the effect of income on ownership odds can only be
expressed with reference to each family and cohort category. While
Table 7-8 presents the complete set of income effects, we can summarize
the data as indicating an upward shift in 1975, particularly for high-
income families who are childless. Since the advantage of middle-income
couples also increased in this family status, this suggests that child-
less couples were earmarking their income for homeownership more readily
than in the past.
Given this understanding of income's direct effect on ownership
attainment, let us look now at the measures of ownership advantage by
family type, controlled for the income effect. We are particularly
interested in the disadvantage ratios for parents of-young children at
ages 26-27 and 28-29. Are these couples still more likely to be owners
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than school-age parents, or has the control for income returned this
family type to.its traditional, less advantaged status?
The disadvantage ratios controlled for income are presented in Table
7-9. The far right column reveals at a glance that couples aged 26-27
and 28-29 are still more likely to be owners if they have young children.
At age 28-29 young-child parents were 1.134 times more likely to be
owners than school-age parents. Comparing this result to the disadvan-
tage ratio previously reported in Table 7-6 indicates that the advantage
is reduced somewhat (from 1.209) in these income models. Failure to
obtain a reduced model at age 26-27 requires that separate disadvantage
ratios be calculated for each income class. These ratios indicate that
middle and high-income families have only a slight advantage with young
children, but that low-income families have a substantial advantage (1.284).
The conclusion to be drawn from analyzing these income effects is,
first, that controlling for income does not alter substantially the rel-
ative advantages of family types in any age group or cohort. Secondly,
we saw earlier that high income is becoming increasingly important for
ownership attainment, particularly at age 22-23 and among childless
couples at age 26-27. This shows that high family income is being used
by recent cohorts to acquire ownership at an earlier age and also at an
early family stage.
Additional Effects of Wives' Employment on Ownership
Perhaps the most important means by which young families can increase
their income is through the employment of both spouses. The rapidly
rising rate of labor force participation for married women indicates how
Table 7-9: OWNERSHIP DISADVANTAGE RATIOS BETWEEN PARENT STATUSES
FOR EACH COHORT AFTER CONTROLLING FAMILY INCOME
(Ownership Odds Ratios Between Childless or Young-Child
Parents and Parents of School-Age Children)
Cohorta
1960 1970 1975
Family Stage Family Stage Family Stage
Age Childless Young-Child Childless Young-Child Childless Young-Child
22-23b .315 .817 .263 .714 .416 .785
26-27
Low-Income .303 .860 .328 .891 .336 1.284
Middle-Income .337 .858 .303 .895 .373 1.047
High-Income .305 1.248 .290 .884 .748 1.057
28-29b .333 .824 .292 .789 .433 1.134
32-33b .344 .699 .260 .653 .347 .736
a. Cohorts are identified by
Figure 7-1).
the survey years in which they occupied a specified age group (see
b. Disadvantage ratios are derived from the (CPH) term contained in the best-fitting model for this
age group. The effect of family stage on ownership differs by cohort.
c. Disadvantage ratios are derived from the (CPIH) term--the saturated model--that fits best for
this age group. The effect of family stage on ownership differs by cohort and by income level.
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many married couples are adopting this strategy to expand their real
income (see Figures 4-5 and 6-4). Several researchers have suggested that
the trend toward greater employment for young wives could be part of an
evolving new economic life style that includes postponed fertility and
higher standards of living (cf. Masnick et al., 1978; Oppenheimer, 1976;
Roistacher and Young, 1979).
There are several specific questions about labor force participation
that can be investigated with the cohort data. First, we might ask
whether it makes a difference if income is earned only by the husband.
Second, is there any evidence that postponed mothers who work are more
likely to be owners than nonworkers? Third, we also can inquire whether
the effect of labor force participation is different for different income
levels or family types. In this vein, we are particularly interested
in learning whether wives' employment helps to elevate the ownership of
postponed parents relative to parents of school-age children. Finally,
we can search for changes between cohorts in these effects.
Wives' employment status is measured by wives' earnings in the
preceding tax year. As discussed in Chapter 6, earnings of $1,000 or
more (1969 dollars) are assumed to indicate employment and earnings below
this amount are assumed to reflect negligible employment. Although this
measure provides no information about the degree of labor force attach-
ment by wives, it does serve to discriminate between the majority of
wives who provide a negligible income contribution and the minority of
wives who work to some meaningful extent.
Adding this variable for wives' employment to our previous set of
four variables (cohort, parent or family status, income, and house type)
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yields a set of five variables to be modeled for each age group. Table
7-10 summarizes some of the models that have been tested with these
variables. In general, these models are much more complex than the
models not including employment. In part, this is because reduced models
with five variables are potentially composed of four-variable interactions,
instead of three-variable interactions reduced from four-variable models.
But this potential is realized only if the three-variable interactions
that have been previously identified are influenced significantly by
whether or not the wife works.
The best-fitting model at age 22-23 (Model (5) in Table 7-10) in-
dicates by the (LH) term that employment has a direct effect on owner-
ship that is independent of all other effects. This implies that wives'
employment makes the same difference for every cohort, family type, and
income group. The strength of this effect is measured by the odds
ratio between employment and housing, .692, and the implication of this
negative correlation is that working wives have ownership odds only .692
times as great as non-working wives. There are several possible explan-
ations for this negative effect. Wives' income might be used less, or
discounted, for ownership attainment more than husbands' income.3 Al-
ternatively, couples with working wives at this age might have weaker
preference for ownership than more traditionally oriented families. Still
another possible explanation is that wives' employment might be a
symptom of financial distress, and this spurious factor could be reducing
ownership attainment. Although it is unlikely that we can determine
which of these alternative hypotheses best explains the negative effect
of wives' employment, it is useful to examine the empirical results with
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Table 7-10: HIERARCHICAL LOG-LINEAR MODELS OF MARGINALS FITTED TO
THE FAMILY, HOUSING, FAMILY INCOME, AND EMPLOYMENT
STATUSES OF CURRENTLY MARRIED WOMEN IN SELECTED
COHORTS AT EACH AGE
Marginal Specifications
C = Cohort (observed in 1960, 1970, or fall 1975)
P = Parent Status (childless, child under 6, child 6 or older)
I = Income( low, middle, high--
see text)
L = (Wife's earnings under $1000, equal to or greater than $1000--1969 $)
H = Housing Status (single-family owner, other)
A. AGE 22-23: Cohorts C8, C3, CO
2 Degrees ofModel Marginals Fitted G Freedom Probability
(1) (CPIL)(CPIH)(CPLH)
(CILH) (PILH) 6.9388 8 .5441
(2) (CPIL) (CPH) (CILH)
(PILH) 17.7783 20 .6025
(3) (CPIL) (CPH) (CILH)
(PIH)(PLH) 33.7076 24 .0899
(4) (CPIL) (CPH) (CIH)
(PIH) (PLH) 39.6559 32 .1655
* (5) (CPIL) (CPH) (CIH) (LH) 49.4189 38 .1016
(6) (CPIL) (CPH) (IH) (LH) 72.3165 42 .0028
(7) (CPIL) (CPH) (CIH) (PIH) 134.777 35 .0001
B. AGE 26-27: Cohorts C10, C5, C2
2 Degrees of
Model Marginals Fitted G Freedom Probability
(1) (CPIL) (CPIH) (CPLH)
(PILH) 24.1406 12 .0193
(2) (CPIL) (CPIH) (CPLH)
(LIH) 50.3493 16 .0001
(3) (CPIL) (CPIH) (CLH)
(PILH) 27.1551 16 .0395
* (4) (CIL) (CLP) (CPIH)
(CLH) (PILH) 36.6729 24 .0469
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C. AGE 28-29: Cohorts Cll, C6, C3
2 Degrees of
Model Marginals Fitted G Freedom Probability
(1) (CPIL) (CPIH) (CPLH)
(CILH) (PILH) 12.7417 8 .1205
(2) (CPIL) (CPIH)(CILH)
(PILH) 20.2873 12 .0615
(3) (CPIL) (CPIH) (CLH)
(PILH) 26.0011 16 .0537
* (4) (CPIL) (CPIH) (PILH) 29.8990 18 .0382
D. AGE 32-33: Cohorts C13, CS, C5
2 Degrees of
Model Marginals Fitted G Freedom Probability
(1) (CPIL) (CPIL) (CPLH)
(CILH) (PILH) 53.0008 8 .0001
* (2) (CPILH) 0 0 1.000
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alternative explanations--discounting, weaker preference, or distress--
in mind.
The fact that the same negative effect occurs at age 22-23 for all
cohorts, family types, and income groups makes it especially difficult to
choose among these alternative hypotheses. For example, the distress
hypothesis would be supported if the negative effect were stronger for
wives with young children. These women presumably have greater family
need to stay at home and hence their employment might reflect greater
financial distress. The discounting hypothesis might be supported if the
negative effect diminished for recent cohorts or for those with higher
income (where the ratio of husband's to wife's income is presumably
higher). Alternatively, if the negative effect of working on ownership
attainment increased at higher income levels, this would indicate a
lower revealed preference for ownership. However, because the employment
effect is.constant for all sub-groups at age 22-23, perhaps the safest
interpretation is that the negative effect of wives' employment simply
reflects an economic lifestyle common to all very young married women.
The effect of wives' employment is much more complicated at age
26-27, but this complexity also provides us with greater information.
Three models are summarized in Table 7-10 that closely fit the actual
data for cohorts in this age group. Model (4) is selected as the best
model because it has the simplest structure (most reduced form). This
model contains two independent terms that include employment's effect on
ownership--(CLH) and (PILH). The first term indicates that the employ-
ment effect is different for different cohorts. The second term indic-
ates that for all cohorts the employment effect on ownership depends on
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both income and family stage.
The magnitude of the employment effect is simple to describe for the
(CLH) term. The ownership odds in 1960 when the wife works are .874 as
great as those for non-workers. This odds ratio is .925 in 1970 and .635
in 1975. Evaluating the (PILH) term is more complicated. The presence
of this significant term in the reduced models indicates that the effect
of wives' employment on ownership is different for each family and income
group. The top half of Table 7-11 gives the ownership odds ratio at age
26-27 between employment groups for each combination of income and family
stage. Because of the cohort effect present in the (CLH) term, this set
of odds ratios is scaled proportionally up or down for each cohort. For
this reason, the odds ratios have been expressed relative to a reference
group--low-income childless couples. With the exception of the relative-
ly high (and positive) employment effect for high-income childless
couples, the pattern of odds ratios suggests that wives' employment con-
tributes most to ownership attainment when total family income is low,
and it contributes least when children are present in the home.
In light of our earlier reasoning, this pattern of employment
effects lends support for two of our hypotheses about wives' employment.
The distress explanation for the negative effect.of employment is con-
sistent with the fact that the effect is more negative for wives with
young children. In contrast, the discounting explanation is undermined
by the fact that the effect does not grow less negative at higher income
levels and also by the fact that the overall negative effect of labor
force participation grew more negative, rather than less, between 1970
and 1975.
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Table 7-11:
a
EMPLOYMENT EFFECTS ON OWNER-OCCUPANCY OF JOINT
INCOME-FAMILY STATUSES
(Effects are scaled relative to low-income childless
couples. Effects less than 1.0 indicate that wives'
employment decreases ownership more for certain
statuses than for this reference group.)
Family Stage
Age Income Level Childless Young-Child School-Age
26-27 Low 1.000 .814 1.200
Middle .903 .636 .587
High 1.538 .514 .858
28-29 Low 1.000 .713 .798
Middle .551 .529 .495
High .815 .522 .304
a. Employment effects are calculated as the second-order conditional
ownership odds ratio between working and non-working wives. Based on
the (PILH) fitted marginal in the best-fitting models, ownership odds
ratios are calculated within each category jointly defined by income
and family stage. Second-order odds ratios are then formed by expres-
sing these conditional odds ratios relative to a reference group:
childless couples with low income. Effects less than 1.0 indicate that
wives' employment decreases ownership more than for the reference group.
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The only evidence by which to test the remaining hypothesis (that
couples where wives work have lower preference for ownership) is based on
the income pattern of the employment effect. If working couples had
lower preference, we would expect lower ownership increases with income,
and hence the ownership odds ratio between working and non-working wives
would become lower (more negative) at higher income levels. We observe
the hypothesized pattern for couples with children; however, if we
conclude that working couples have lower ownership preference, this also
casts doubt upon our more basic hypothesis that wives work in order to
acquire ownership. We will return to discussion of this issue in the
conclusion to the employment analysis.
The effect of wives' employment on ownership at age 28-29 is more
easy to evaluate because only one independent effect of employment occurs
in the best-fitting model reported in Table 7-10. This model consists
of three four-variable interactions, one of which is (PILH). Model (4)
indicates that at age 28-29 the employment effect has been the same for
all cohorts (it contains no (CLH) term), and this effect varies simul-
taneously by income and family type.
The magnitude of the employment effect at age 28-29 is evaluated
in the bottom half of Table 7-11. This effect is similar to that ob-
served at age 26-27. Once again with the exception of high-income
childless couples, the odds ratios suggest that wives' employment con-
tributes to ownership most when total family income is low. This under-
mines the discounting hypothesis, but it is consistent with the hypothe-
sis of lower ownership preference by working wives. The other important
similarity to the odds ratio pattern for age 26-27 is that the employment
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effect is more negative for mothers of young children. This supports the
distress hypothesis explaining the negative impact of wives' employment
on ownership. Reiterating this hypothesis, ownership may be depressed
for working wives because of a spurious distress factor. Couples that
are struggling financially to meet their desired expenditure levels
may be more likely to keep the wife working after young children are
born at the same time as they also lag behind in acquiring homeownership.
The final age at which we have been comparing cohorts is 32-33.
There is no reduced model that fits the data at this age. Only the
saturated five-variable model can reproduce the actual data, but this
model does so exactly, without reducing the data to a more compact set
of significant relationships. In the saturated model all relationships
are significant--and with five variables this is extremely difficult to
interpret. For this reason, we will forego further analysis of the 32-
33 age group. Instead, let us proceed to the evaluation of family
timing effects on ownership.
Wives' Employment and the Family Timing of Ownership
The five-variable models summarized in Table 7-10 enable us to meas-
ure the effect of family timing on ownership attainment after controlling
for both family income and labor force participation by wives. It is
possible that the earlier analysis of family timing effects misrepresen-
ted the role of family income by failing to take into account whether or
not some of this income was earned by wives. From what we have learned
about the negative effect on ownership of wives' employment, it is poss-
ible that the family timing effect will be different when both income
and labor force are controlled.
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There is only one term in the best-fitting model for age 22-23 that
contains an effect of family stage on housing. The (CPH) term indicates
that this effect is different for each cohort. The top part of Table 7-
12 reports the ownership odds ratio (disadvantage ratio) between child-
less or young-child parents and school-age parents. These ratios are
very similar to those estimated in the previous models with only income
controlled (see Table 7-9). The disadvantage ratios in the young-child
family statuses are nearly identical, while the ratios in the childless
statuses are between 15 and 20 percent closer to equality with school-age
parents after wives' employment is controlled.
The family timing effect is more complex at ages 26-27 and 28-29,
because it enters into two independent terms at each age: (CPIH) and
(PILH). The first of these terms indicates that the family effect on
ownership depends on both cohort and income level, while the second term
indicates that the family effect depends on wives' employment and income
level. Perhaps the clearest way to evaluate these effects is first to
compute the disadvantage ratios present in the (CPIH) term and then to
compute the employment effect on these ratios from the (PILH) term.
Table 7-12 reports the disadvantage ratios for non-working wives at
age 26-27 and at age 28-29. All the disadvantage ratios for non-working
wives with young children at these ages in 1975 exceed 1.0, with the ex-
ception of middle-income wives at age 26-27. Ratios in excess of 1.0
also appear in 1960 and 1970 for higher-income 26-27 year-old wives with
young children. Overall, these results clearly indicate that couples
where the wife does not work gain an ownership advantage if they have
only young children at ages 26-27 and 28-29.
Table 7-12: OWNERSHIP DISADVANTAGE RATIOS BETWEEN FAMILY STATUS
FOR EACH COHORT, CONTROLLED FOR FAMILY INCOME AND WIVES'
EMPLOYMENT STATUS
(Ownership Odds Ratios Between Childless or Young-Child
Parents and Parents of School-Age Children)
Cohorta
1960 1970 1975
Income Family Stage Family Stage Family Stage
Age Level Childless Young-Child Childless Young-Child Childless Young-Child
22-23b .375 .813 .307 .719 .477 .792
26-27c ow .331 .911 .354 .963 .390 1.370
Middle .323 .841 .273 .853 .346 .946
High .232 1.465 .188 1.163 .522 1.423
28-29c Low .313 .836 .314 .824 .368 1.014
Middle .432 .746 .358 .795 .444 1.100
High .182 .953 .146 .443 .312 1.143
a. Cohorts are identified by the survey years
Figure 7-1).
in which they occupied a specified age group (see
b. Disadvantage ratios are derived from the (CPH) term contained in the best-fitting
this age group. The effect of family stage on ownership differs by cohort.
model for
c. Disadvantage ratios are derived from the (CPIH) term contained in the best-fitting model for
this age group. The effect of family stage on ownership differs by cohort and by income level.
Because a second term, (PILH), contained in the best-fitting models indicates that the disadvantage
ratios also vary by employment status, the effects in this table are calculated only for families
where the wife is not employed. The nature of the employment effects on the disadvantage ratios is
addressed in Table 7-13.
')
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Let us look now at the effect of wives' employment on this advantage
(Table 7-13). It is clear that employment of wives helps to reduce the
ownership disadvantage among childless couples at both ages. For example,
among high-income childless couples at age 26-27, wives' employment
reduces the ownership disparity between childless and school-age couples
by a factor of 1.793. The effect of employment on the ownership disad-
vantage of young-child couples is not as clear-cut at age 26-27. Wives'
employment increases the disadvantage at low and high income levels, but
it reduces the disadvantage slightly at the middle income level. The
effect is more consistent, however, at age 28-29: wives' employment
raises the relative ownership of young couples more as income increases.
Before we discuss the implication of these ownership effects, it is
important to recognize that the disadvantage ratios can be affected by
wives' employment either by raising ownership for childless and young-
child families or by lowering ownership for school-age families. The
employment effects reported in Table 7-11 clearly revealed that ownership
in each family status is affected differently by wives' employment.
How should we interpret the effect of employment if the disadvantage
ratio is raised near 1.0 simply because employment reduces ownership more
for school-age families than for childless couples? In this case employ-
ment reduces the ownership of both the reference group and the disad-
vantaged group. What we are most interested in ascertaining, however, is
how much the employment of wives at a particular family stage reduces
that group's ownership disadvantage relative to the non-working refer-
ence group.
This effect can be estimated by computing the disadvantage ratios
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Table 7-13: EMPLOYMENT EFFECTS ON THE OWNERSHIP DISADVANTAGE
RATIOS REPORTED IN TABLE 7-12
(An effect greater than 1.0 indicates that wives'
employment creates a proportionate reduction in the
ownership disadvantage of different family statuses
within each income level)
Family Stage
Age Income Level Childless Young-Child
26-27 Low .833 .677
Middle 1.538 1.084
High 1.793 .579
28-29 Low 1.256 .894
Middle 1.113 1.066
High 2.676 1.716
a. Employment effects are derived from the (PILH) term contained in the
best-fitting models for these age groups. These effects are the second-
order odds ratios, conditioned on income, between the disadvantage ratios
(the odds ratios between family status and housing) of working and non-
working wives.
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based on the (LPH) interaction instead of the simple (PH) association.
The new odds ratios are calculated as the ratio of ownership odds for
each family-employment combination relative to a reference group of
non-working wives with school-age children. Because the (LPH) inter-
action also varies significantly by income--it is included within the
(PILH) term of the fitted models at age 26-27 and 28-29--separate sets
of disadvantage ratios must be calculated at each income level.
The combined family-employment disadvantage ratios in 1975 are
presented in Table 7-14. It is clear that, regardless of family income
level, working wives have lower ownership at every family stage than
do non-working wives with school-age kids. The only family groups that
exceed the ownership of non-working school-age parents are non-working
mothers of young children. Employment of wives increases the ownership
of parents with young children only relative to mothers of school-age
children who also work. Therefore, we are led to revise our earlier
conclusions. Instead of helping to reduce ownership disadvantage, wives'
employment lowers ownership at all family stages. An illusion of de-
creasing disadvantage is created by the fact that employment decreases
ownership more for school-age parents than for other family stages.
Summarizing Ownership Timing Among Married Couples
The purpose of the more detailed analysis of ownership attainment
among married couples was to test the validity of the hypothetical
causal relationship between postponed childbearing and ownership attain-
ment. The evidence uncovered in the preceding sections indicates that
the apparent causal relationship still stands even after controlling for
family income and whether or not the wife works. Nevertheless, the
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Table 7-14: OWNERSHIP DISADVANTAGE RATIOSa BETWEEN JOINT
FAMILY-EMPLOYMENT STATUSES, CONTROLLED FOR
FAMILY INCOME
(Ownership Odds Ratios Between Joint Family-
Employment Statuses and a Reference Group--
Non-Working Mothers of School-Age Children)
Family Stage
Age Income Level Employment Childless Young-Child School-Age
26-27 Low Employed .248 .708 .762
Not .390 1.370 1.000
Middle Employed .199 .382 .372
Not .346 .946 1.000
High Employed .510 .465 .545
Not .522 1.423 1.000
28-29 Low Employed .397 .783 .863
Not .368 1.014 1.000
Middle Employed .264 .629 .536
Not .444 1.100 1.000
High Employed .276 .646 .329
Not .312 1.143 1.000
a. Disadvantage ratios are calculated within each income level as the
ownership odds ratio between childless or young-child families and
families that have both school-age children and a non-working wife.
These ratios are derived from the (PILH) fitted marginal contained in
the best-fitting model for this age group. The effect of family stage
on ownership varies by employment status and income level.
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effects of income and wives' employment are interesting in their own
right and it is worth summarizing some of the key findings.
Family income was shown to have its expected, clear effect on
ownership attainment, but an especially large impact was noted for two
groups in 1975. High income had an especially large impact on married
couples where the wife is aged 22-23 and also on childless couples where
the wife is aged 26-27. This shift in 1975 indicates that married couples
in the early family stages are increasingly likely to earmark their
income for homebuying. After controlling for the effect of income,
the advantage of parents with very young children was still present, but
at age 26-27 this advantage was especially important for lower-income
couples. It seems reasonable that delaying parenthood a couple of years
would make the biggest difference for married couples with the lowest
budgets.
The effect of wives' employment on ownership attainment is not nearly
as clear-cut, and in some respects the statistical findings contradict
our expectations. The major finding is that wives' employment reduces
the likelihood of homeownership. This is suprising given our presumption
that wives are delaying parenthood and working in order to buy homes. It
is important to note, however, that certain distortions possibly have
been created by the way the income and employment variables are defined.
Employment is inferred from the wife's earnings in the previous tax year.
Thus the wife may not be employed at the time of the survey, but this
probably creates only a slight bias. More important is the fact that
the measure of current employment does not reflect a wife's employment
history. Many of the women who are not presently working may have worked
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several years earlier and many of the women who are currently working
may have been unemployed before. Thus the employment variable only
measures "current" (very recent) status. Wives who are still working
with young children may be responding to very different financial con-
straints than mothers who have stopped working, and so the apparent
effect on ownership could be different even though both groups have
worked in order to buy homes.
The second potential distortion created by variable definition is the
family income variable. Couples where the wife works are receiving in-
come from two earners, while couples with a non-working wife are probably
relying only on one earner. Even though the total family incomes of the
two household types might be the same, the two-earner family might treat
its income differently. In addition to this possible behavioral dif-
ference, there is an additional problem created by confounding of the
two variables. Controlling wives' employment not only removes the effect
of her.behavior, but it also distinguishes between couples with varying
levels of husbands' incomes. These problems are important to bear in
mind when interpreting the statistical findings.
Three hypotheses were proposed to explain the negative effect of
wives' employment on ownership attainment. The first hypothesis was that
at a given family income level couples with a working wife might dis-
count the wife's income when calculating housing expenditures. This
hypothesis was rejected because the negative effect grew worse between
1970 and 1975 rather than diminish as one would expect when wives'
employment became a more accepted, and more expected, part of family
economies. Also the negative effect grew worse at higher incomes where
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wives' contributions are likely to be a smaller fraction of total family
income. If discounting were the cause of the negative effect we would
expect it to diminish at higher income levels.
A second hypothesis was that couples with working wives might have
weaker preference for ownership attainment. This could be true because
these couples have less time for house cleaning and upkeep, because
they have less interest in a family life style built around a single-
family home, or because two-earner families have different locational
preferences that encourage living in multi-family housing. Whatever
the behavioral explanation, this hypothesis has received some indirect
support. We reasoned that preferences would be revealed if higher in-
come was used for higher ownership; and, because the employment effect
became more negative at higher levels, this showed that ownership in-
creased more slowly for working wives than for non-working wives.
The third hypothesis stated that the negative effect of employment
was caused by a spurious relationship of financial distress. Married
couples where the wife is still working after children are born may be
struggling financially to achieve their desired standard of living. In
contrast, couples without a working wife might have already achieved a
level of savings or financial success that enables them to buy homes
and raise families with the wife at home. This hypothesis also received
empirical support as it was discovered that the employment effect was
most negative for couples with children.
Controlling for both family income and whether or not the wife
works did not eliminate the newly emerged homeownership advantage of
parents with young children. Relative to a reference group consisting
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of non-working mothers of school-age children, non-working mothers of
young children retained their ownership advantage while working wives in
all family stages had much lower chances of ownership attainment (see
Table 7-14). The fact that the gap between the working and non-working
wives was least for childless couples suggests that current employment
fails to close the ownership gap because working mothers are responding
to greater financial distress.
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
This chapter has presented a detailed analysis of the changes
between cohorts in their linkages of family and housing behaviors at
specific ages. Our major purpose was to measure changes in the life
course relationship between family timing and attainment of single-family
homeownership. A secondary purpose was to investigate the changing ef-
fect of marital disruption on ownership attainment. Marital disruption
is an increasingly prevalent aspect of life course experience and it
should not be ignored simply because it does not fit into an orderly
progression of life cycle stages.
The empirical evidence with regard to both these research questions
is unambiguous. The strongest influence we have found on the likelihood
of homeownership is marital disruption. The odds of ownership for cur-
rently married women are about eight times greater than those for pre-
viously married women. No significant differences were found between
cohorts in the effect of marital disruption on ownership at any of the
ages we have analyzed.
Weaker but still significant effects were uncovered for the influence
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of family stage on ownership attainment. In 1960, childless women's
ownership odds were only about .40 times as great as the ownership odds
for mothers of school-age children. Between 1960 and 1975, however, own-
ership increased much more rapidly for childless women than for school-
age families. As a consequence, the ownership disadvantage of childless
women was reduced substantially (from about .40 to about .60). The
odds of ownership for parents of very young children were more nearly
equal to those of school-age families in 1960 (about .90), and ownership
also increased more rapidly for parents of young children than for school-
age families. The result was that in 1975 parents of young children
achieved higher ownership odds at ages 26-31 than parents of school-age
children (see Table 7-6). This change cannot be explained by either
differences in current family income or differences in wives' current
employment.
We have interpreted this shift in ownership advantages to indicate
that delayed childbearing helps married couples to acquire homownership.
Not only does delayed childbearing help couples catch up to the tradi-
tional ownership leaders in more advanced family stages, but it enables
them to surpass the ownership achievement of the more advanced families.
This finding, combined with the observation that young cohorts are
shifting to greater participation in delayed childbearing, lends strong
support to the causal hypothesis that the family and housing trends are
linked as part of a new life style that is evolving through efforts to
achieve desired standards of living.
Part of this new life style includes greater labor force participa-
tion by married women. Although it has proven difficult for researchers
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to identify the causal direction between employment and childbearing,
it is unquestioned that the two are highly correlated. Oppenheimer (1976)
has argued that higher fractions of successive female cohorts are being
drawn into the paid labor force in order to achieve the living standards
of older cohorts. She notes that delayed childbearing coordinates very
easily with this economic strategy.
Our findings suggest that delayed childbearing (probably coordinated
with employment of wives) leads to a later ownership advantage for women
when children are eventually born. Women who still work after children
arrive have been shown to bear an ownership disadvantage, and we have
attributed this effect to greater financial distress faced by working
mothers and, possibly, to lower preference for single-family homeownership.
The reason that the new ownership advantage occurs at ages 26-31
can be explained by two alternative factors. On the one hand, our measure
of family timing--oldest child age 6 or over--might discriminate most
efficiently between early and late childbearers when the mothers are aged
26-31. Below age 26 relatively few mothers cotld have children at least 6
years old, . and above age 31 relatively few mothers might have children
under 6 years old. In fact, moderate fractions of the cohorts we have
surveyed have borne their first child outside this hypothetical, "most
efficient" age range. Between 17 and 22 percent have borne a child by
age 19 and about 16 percent have borne their first child between the ages
of 26 and 30.4 Given that between 43 and 51 percent of women have borne
a first child within the ages of 20-25, it is likely that the family
timing variable does discriminate better within this range than without.
The alternative explanation is that it is cohort differences in 1975
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and not age differences that confine the new pattern of family and own-
ership timing to ages 26-31. It is possible that the new life style
first developed in the cohort aged 30-31 in 1975, and so it has not yet
appeared at older ages. Such a radical departure between adjacent cohorts
is inconsistent, however, with the assumption of continuous social change
between cohorts. In fact, if we re-examine Figure 7-3 it appears that
the cohort aged 26-27 in 1970 (C5) had started to develop a new family-
housing timing pattern. The shift at this age was also the greatest in
1975.
But what of the CS cohort when it reached age 32-33 in the fall of
1975? Why is there no evidence that this cohort has continued to employ
the new timing pattern in 1975? In fact, the answer to this question is
very simple. Once a cohort has employed the new family timing strategy
to attain an ownership advantage when it is young, an even higher owner-
ship level is generated several years later for parents whose young
children have matured into school-age children. It is not possible for
parents with young children to perpetually upstage parents of older
children when the issue is a cumulative asset like homeownership. Even-
tually the young families will mature and become the advantaged reference
group against which progress is measured for newly-formed families.
The shifted family timing advantage that we have measured is most
likely a temporary occurrence that will have dissipated within a few
years. Successive cohorts have postponed parenthood and reaped higher
ownership than more advanced families. But once these delayed families
become mature they establish a much higher standard for other couples
to surpass. The strong success of delayed parents aged 26-27 in 1975
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will begin to raise the ownership level of school-age parents at age
30-31 in 1979. Thus we would expect that the 1980 census will show that
the family timing advantage has been reduced or eliminated for the 30-31
age group.
In conclusion, application of the cohort-life course perspective to
cross-sectional data in this chapter has uncovered important changes in
the timing of family formation relative to ownership attainment. Evidence
has been assembled to support the hypothesis that young cohorts are de-
laying parenthood as part of a strategy to acquire their preferred housing
early in their lives.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER 7
1. The likelihood-ratio chi-square is interpreted identically to the
familiar goodness-of-fit (Pearson) chi-square and the values of the two
statistics are usually very similar. However, the likelihood-ratio
statistic is preferred for multivariate analysis because it can be par-
titioned exactly for certain tests, whereas the Pearson chi-square lacks
that property (cf. Bishop et al., 1975).
2. These events accompanying marital disruption are currently being
documented by an ongoing study at the MIT-Harvard Joint Center for Urban
Studies, entitled "Housing Change After Marital Disruption" (mimeographed
report of preliminary findings, n.d.).
3. Roistacher and Young (1979) define "discounting" as treating wives'
incomes less importantly than husbands' for the purposes of making hous-
ing decisions. (In other words, a $1000 increase in husbands' incomes
would lead to a greater average increase in housing expenditures than a
$1000 increase in wives' incomes.) Roistacher and Young note that dis-
counting might be practiced by either, or both, mortgage lenders or the
couples themselves.
4. These estimates are calculated from cohort fertility data reported
by the National Center for Health Statistics (1976: Table 6A).
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Chapter 8
AN EVALUATION OF LIFETIME HOUSING PROGRESS
On the- basis of consumer preferences, I have defined lifetime hous-
ing progress as the advancement of cohorts into single-family homeowner-
ship. Unlike the conception of housing progress that emphasizes attain-
ment of institutionally prescribed goals for housing provision, the
lifetime conception of progress does not have a clear normative mandate.
In addition, although there is widespread support for the importance of
homeownership, measuring progress by this standard poses special problems.
Traditional indicators of housing quality used in studies of housing
needs have measured the number of housing units or households below a
minimally acceptable standard. The implication when using these tradi-
tional indicators is that progress toward improving housing conditions
should be pursued until all substandard conditions are eliminated.
In contrast to these bottom-oriented indicators, homeownership is
an upward-oriented standard that reflects consumers' aspirations. Pro-
ponents of this standard have not assumed that all households should be
homeowners; rather, they have argued that the chances for achieving
homeownership should not be allowed to decrease. This is a relative
argument and it implies that there is some level of ownership, short of
universal, that is acceptable. We have recast this argument into the
lifetime framework so that individuals' experience regarding the attain-
ment of homeownership can be better represented.
This chapter evaluates the concept and the record of lifetime
housing progress in preparation for making the normative leap to
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prescriptions for public policy. We must question how important is life-
time housing progress, and we must answer questions about how much progress
is enough and how much is too much, both within the lifetime and between
generations.
The chapter begins with a summary of the key dimensions of progress
for cohorts. Next we place this progress in its housing market context
by introducing the issues of cohort size and the historical location of
cohorts relative to one another. The family adjustments and housing
career responses of recent, large cohorts are also explored. Then we
turn to an assessment of some of the costs and benefits associated with
housing progress. While these cannot be quantified, the discussion will
help to clarify the boundaries of desired progress. The final section
discusses the policy implications resulting from this evaluation.
DIMENSIONS OF PROGRESS
Lifetime Progress
For all cohorts the dominant factor underlying the experience of
housing progress is advancing age. Among recent cohorts, achievement
of single-family homeownership increased by 26.3 percentage points between
ages 22-23 and 28-29 for the 1937-38 cohort, by 29.6 percentage points
for the 1943-44 cohort, and by 31.5 percentage points by the 1947-78
cohort. While it is not possible to make a direct comparison, these
amounts of lifetime progress appear substantially greater than the progress
between 1930 and 1940 of males under age 25 in 1930 (an increase of 13.1
percentage points). The astounding fact about the homeownership data
from the decade of the Great Depression (Table 4-1) is that lifetime
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progress withstood the economic ravages sufficiently to increase the
ownership rate of every cohort during the decade.
Progress Across Cohorts
A second temporal dimension of progress is between cohorts. If
cohorts surpass the achievements of their predecessors we would conclude
that the nation as a whole has made housing progress. Employing the
Great Depression example again, Table 4-1 shows that the total ownership
rate decreased during the decade even though ownership increased for
cohorts. The explanation for this apparent paradox is that cohorts'
lifetime progress failed to carry them to as high ownership rates by 1940
as were recorded for the same age groups in 1930. Thus a relative short-
fall in lifetime progress amounted to an absolute decrease in national
progress.
There are three basic ways that we have measured progress across
cohorts. The simplest, employed in the preceding chapter, is to compare
cohorts from different years at the same exact age. More will be said
about this method below. The other two approaches both compare segments
(age spans) of cohorts' lifetimes. The first method emphasizes differ-
ences in the age-time shape of cohorts' transitions into homeownership.
Figure 6-5 illustrates clearly that the more recent cohorts are delaying
entry into ownership during their'early twenties, but after about age
26 they are accelerating their progress to higher levels than achieved
by preceding cohorts. We measured this change through the ratio of the
ownership rates at ages 28-29 and 22-23. The trajectory into ownership
is much steeper for the 1947-48 cohort than for the 1937-38 cohort given
their respective ratios--2.919 and 2.331.
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The second method for comparing progress across cohorts is to quan-
tify the volume of owner-occupancy cumulated over portions of cohorts'
lifetimes. This amounts to taking the area under the curve formed by
the trajectory into homeownership. It is possible for two cohorts with
very different age-time shaped ownership trajectories to generate the
same cumulative demand, such as when one cohort delays ownership acquisi-
tion but later accelerates its progress. This issue will be discussed
at length in a following section.
The Family Role in Progress
The third basic dimension of housing progress that we have chosen
to analyze in addition to the lifetime and cross-cohort temporal dimen-
sions concerns the relationship of ownership attainment to family status.
There are two perspectives on this dimension of progress. In the first
view, analysis in the preceding two chapters has shown that homeownership
is increasing greatly in family statuses where it previously was lowest.
In other words, the benefits of homeownership are being shared more
equally in recent cohorts among persons in different family statuses.
This family progress is related to the cross-cohort progress insofar as
the components of change analysis in Chapter 6 showed that large potential
decreases in owner-occupancy due to lower family formation have been
offset for recent cohorts by substantial increases in ownership rates in
all family statuses.
The second perspective on the family role in housing progress empha-
sizes the life course timing of ownership attainment relative to the
timing of family formation. The analysis in the preceding chapter found
that women aged 26-31 in the 1975 survey incurred a significant ownership
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advantage if their oldest child was below school age. This advantage did
not exist in the previous survey years. Equally important, the age range
where the advantage appears is the same as that where cohorts have recent-
ly accelerated their lifetime progress to higher levels than previous
cohorts.
The substantive interpretation given these findings in the preceding
chapter is that couples with young children are couples who have delayed
parenthood relative to the couples where the oldest child has already
reached age 6. This childless time may have been spent with both spouses
working in order to accumulate assets for homebuying. With the arrival
of children these couples are better prepared to buy homes than couples
whose early children are now reaching school age. it appears that this
adaptive strategy only developed after the 1970 census was taken, and it
is significant that the advantage in homebuying is now falling to the
parent group that is growing most rapidly within young cohorts (i.e.
delayed parents).
Summary
In sumary, the empirical evidence indicates that housing consumption
is increasing for recent cohorts along all three dimensions of progress.
Married couples have always had nearly universal household headship, but
now participation in household formation is expanding to include more
unmarried adults as well. Similarly, single-family homeownership.is
increasing most rapidly in those family statuses where it has been lowest.
The result of this increase along the family dimension is that both
household formation and single-family ownership are increasing across
cohorts despite declines across cohorts in family participation. Finally,
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expansion of household formation and ownership is proceeding at a very
rapid pace as cohorts mature through their twenties.
COHORT SIZE, HOUSING DEMAND, AND FAMILY ADJUSTMENTS
Aggregate Housing Demand
The measurements of housing progress that have been presented in pre-
ceding chapters have focused on individuals' rates of housing consumption
and on their participation in different fanily statuses. This individuals-
based analysis has neglected the issue of the aggregate numbers of individ-
uals experiencing each status. Under conditions of constant cohort size,
changes in the consumption rates between cohorts' housing careers give a
direct indication of proportionate changes in aggregate lifetime housing
demand. However, under conditions of differential cohort size, aggregate
changes in housing demand can only be estimated by weighting consumption
rates by cohort size before comparing cohorts.
The total volume of housing demand generated by a cohort can be ex-
pressed as the person years of housing consumption (at one point in time
or, alternatively, over an age span) times the number of persons in the
cohort. For example, it was reported in Table 6-4 that the C3 cohort
experienced more person years of household headship (6.62) over the 22-29
age span than did the C8 cohort (6.43). If the two cohorts were the same
size , this 3.0 percent increase in the person years of housing consump-
tion would also represent the relative magnitude of the increase in ag-
gregate housing demand between the two cohorts.
In fact, the two cohorts are not the same size; as reported in Table
8-1, cohort C8 has 2.250 million members while cohort C3 has 3.636 million
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members, 61.6 percent more than C8. As a consequence, a slight difference
in the average person years of headship experience is transformed into a
66.4 percent difference in the number of housing units occupied during the
22-29 age span. Similarly, even though the average time spent as a
single-family homeowner during the 22-29 age span is less for the C3 cohort
(2.62 person years) than for the C8 cohort (2.68 person years), the total
volume of single-family ownership consumption over this interval was 58.0
percent greater for the C3 cohort than for the C8 cohort.
This example provides a clear illustration of the practical distinction
between the experience of housing progress by indidividuals and the trend in
aggregate housing demand. From the individual's perspective progress might
seem to merely replicate the experience per capita of the earlier genera-
tion, but from the public perspective a constant rate of lifetime progress
for larger, successive cohorts generates an escalating, aggregate housing
demand. Of course, individuals are not oblivious to this increased demand
because they face increased competition for the housing that they desire.
The wide swings in the birth rate during the middle of the twentieth
century have drastically altered the sizes of cohorts entering the housing
market each year. We might designate age 24-25 as the age when cohorts
have their strongest impact on the single-family homeownership market, be-
cause at this age cohorts are in the midst of their largest net accumula-
tion of owner-occupancy. (The single-family homeownership trajectory is
steepest at this age.) Table 8-1 shows the trend in cohort size measured
at this age and gives the date when each two-year cohort will reach this
age. This table shows that successive cohorts born between the mid-1920s
and the mid-1930s were progressively smaller, and that the cohorts born
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Table 8-1: SIZE OF TWO-YEAR FEMALE COHORTS BORN BETWEEN
1925-26 AND 1957-58
Cohort
Year
Born
1957-58
1955-56
1953-54
1951-52
1949-50
1947-48
1945-46
1943-44
1941-42
1939-40
1937-38
1935-36
1933-34
1931-32
1929-30
1927-28
1925-26
SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census (1966: Table 4; 1978b: Table 2).
Year
Aged
24-25
1982
1980
1978
1976
1974
1972
1970
1968
1966
1964
1962
1960
1958
1956
1954
1952
1950
Cl
C2
C3
C4
C5
C6
C7
C8
C9
C1o
Cll
C12
C13
C14
Size
(millions)
4.202
4.026
3.784
3.683
3.480
3.636
2.840
2.932
2.583
2.394
2.250
2.216
2.178
2.279
2.373
2.470
2.537
Ratio to the Size of
Cohort C8
1.868
1.789
1.682
1.637
1.547
1.616
1.262
1.303
1.148
1.064
1.000
.985
..968
1.013
1.055
1.098
1.128
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in the late-1930s were only slightly larger (including our reference
cohort--C8). This series of relatively small cohorts reached age 24-25
between 1950 and 1962. Subsequent cohorts have increased markedly in
size to the point where the 1957-58 cohort that was born at the height
of the baby boom is 86.8 percent larger than the C8 cohort. All other
things being equal, the cohorts born after 1938 will generate substan-
tially more housing demand than the C8 cohort. More important, perhaps,
than the relative size of individual cohorts is the fact that these larger
cohorts have come in a series. Beginning in 1972 when the leading cohort
of the baby boom (born 1947-48) reached age 24-25, successive cohorts
entering the single-family homeownership market have all been at least
50 percent larger than the CS cohort and their respective over-sized
housing demand has been piling up in the housing market.
Several analysts have stressed implications for housing markets
deriving from this transition between small and large cohort size. Camp-
bell (1966), Marcin (1974) and Alonso (1980), among others, have empha-
sized the great increase in housing demand that is likely to accompany
the arrival of the baby boom generation in the housing market. We have
documented this increase for the leading edge of the baby boom, but the
cohorts born in the late 1950s are even larger.
A more interesting implication has been proposed by Sanders (1975)
and followed by Goetze and Colton (1980). Sanders defined a family
settlement index that roughly measures family formations by the number
of persons reaching age 30 each year. His reasoning was that around this
age households would seek a relatively permanent home--usually a single-
family home that they owned--where they could settle for their family-
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raising years. Sanders showed that in the late 1950s and during the
1960s the settlement index sagged, and he suggested that this implied a
relatively soft demand for housing in many family-oriented neighborhoods.
Sanders, and Goetze and Colton, thought that the family settlement index
reveals one important cause of housing blight and neighborhood decline
in central cities during the 1950s and 1960s. Furthermore, this index
shows an abrupt reversal in the 1970s as the large baby boom cohorts
began to strengthen demand once again for family housing. Not coinci-
dentally, this decade witnessed the emergence of the so-called "back-to-
the-city" movement. Accounts of neighborhood revitalization appeared in
numerous cities across the country (cf. Black, 1975; Clay, 1979; Laska
and Spain, 1980), although as Long (1980) has pointed out, unlike the
back-to-the-country movement in the same decade the supposed return to
the city has not been measured clearly by aggregate statistics.
A somewhat different implication of increasing cohort size has been
emphasized by Noto (1979). She has constructed an index of demand
pressure for single-family housing by taking the ratio of the number of
households with head aged 25-34 to the number with head aged 55-64. The
assumption of this index is that young families typically buy existing
homes that are likely to have been occupied by older families whose
children have now left home. While this index measures a very simpli-
fied abstraction from reality, it is interesting to observe what is the
trend in potential recycling of housing between the two generations.
Prior to 1980 the younger group out-numbers the older group by at most
10 percent, but for the next two decades the excess of younger households
exceeds 50 percent. This change in the intergenerational ratio is a
313
function not only of the entry of larger cohorts into adulthood, but
also of the arrival of the small cohorts of the late 1920s and 1930s in
the empty-nester family stage. The major fault of the index is that
it stresses the potential recycling of housing between two particular
age groups when in fact the young households can draw housing from other
age groups as well. Nevertheless, this index is important because it
correctly emphasizes the importance of the existing housing stock for
supplying the needs of young families and because it identifies a group
of current occupants who would seem to be prime candidates for supplying
homes suitable for raising families.
Summarizing the relationship between housing progress and aggregate
housing demand, we have shown that if the recent baby boom cohorts fol-
low the same pattern of lifetime progress in acquiring single-family
homeownership as preceding cohorts they will generate much larger cumu-
lative housing demand because of their greater size. Some of the im-
plications of the trend in cohort size have been discussed above. Es-
sentially, all the arguments emphasize the fact that the rapid increase
in young family formations is outstripping the ability of supply to
expand. The resulting demand pressure is causing prices to rise and it
is increasing the attractiveness of less desired portions of the exist-
ing housing stock. If it is true that demand is surpassing supply, we
would expect to see some alteration in the lifetime progress of the
recent, large cohorts that are entering the housing market. The next
two sections discuss the impact of housing progress by successive co-
horts on the progress of subsequent cohorts.
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Hypothetical Housing Career Responses
In Chapter 6 we identified two dimensions by which lifetime housing
progress can vary--age-time shape and the cumulative volume (person years)
of housing demand. These two dimensions- of the trajectory into owner-
ship are related by the fact that the age-time shape of the curve defines
an area that represents the cumulative person years of owner-occupancy.
In the preceding section we compared the cumulative housing consumption
of different cohorts without considering the age-time dimension of their
housing careers. The point to be emphasized in this section is how al-
teration in the age-time shape causes the lifetime demand to be dis-
tributed differently across the cohort's ages (and time).
A major adjustment that over-sized cohorts are likely to make in
their life course development has been postulated by Waring (1976). She
suggests that relatively large cohorts are likely to decelerate their
entry into roles, or'housing occupancies, when the cohorts' greater
size exceeds the vacancies relinquished by preceding cohorts. The
important assumption here, about which most housing economists would
agree, is that housing supply is only partially elastic in the short
run. The stock of desired house types is not likely to expand to meet
each annual increase in demand, and so members of cohorts with excep-
tionally large demand will be forced to pay more or else wait longer for
their desired housing.
Such a deceleration in the face of inelastic supply would cause a
change in the age-time shape of a cohort's transition into the preferred
housetype. The analysis in Chapter 6 identified a change for recent
cohorts that is consistent with the Waring hypothesis. Compared to
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preceding cohorts, the most recent cohorts are pursuing a trajectory
into single-family homeownership that shows a relatively slow pace of
ownership acquisition below age 28. This initial delay is then followed
by an accelerated entry into ownership that exceeds preceding cohorts'
levels.
Abstracting from this observation, Figure 8-1 diagrams three hypo-
thetical adjustments that larger cohorts might make in the face of
supply constraints. Trajectory A depicts the "normal" trajectory that
is loosely based on the real experience of cohort C8. This hypothetical
trajectory defines a cumulative volume of housing demand over the 20-39
age span that equals 8.56 person years, or an average ownership rate of
42.8 percent. Trajectory B has an age-time shape that reflects initial
delay and subsequent acceleration into ownership, but it defines the
same cumulative housing demand over the 20-39 age span as given by
Trajectory A. The shortfall in housing demand between Trajectories A
and B under age 32 is made up by an excess of demand in the thirties.
This is an extreme example, however, as Trajectory B climbs 36 per-
centage points over six years of age in order to "make up" the deficit
in housing demand registered at the younger ages.
The dashed lines in Figure 8-1 signify that cohorts' lifetimes do
not stop at age 38-39. In actuality, a level of ownership achieved by
this age probably will be increased still further and persist for anoth-
er two or three decades (Pitkin and Masnick, 1980). Thus it is likely
that a cohort following Trajectory B will not only make up its initial
shortfall in consumption, but will also greatly exceed the lifetime
consumption of a cohort following Trajectory A.
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FIGURE 8-1: SCHEMATIC REPRESENTATION OF A HYPOTHETICAL
NORMAL COHORT HOUSING CAREER (A) AND THREE
POTENTIAL ADJUSTMENTS (B, C, AND D) TO
CONSTRAINTS ON OWNERSHIP ATTAINMENT
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Trajectory C has an age-time shape identical to that for Trajectory
B up to age 32. Instead of making up for postponed demand after this
age, however, Trajectory C then resumes the shape of the "normal" Traj-
ectory A. Thus the .72 person years of postponed demand cumulated dur-
ing the twenties becomes foregone within the housing career depicted by
Trajectory C. Finally, Trajectory D defines a housing career that is
initially delayed, like Trajectories B and C, but which never accelerates
back to normal levels at older ages. In addition to the demand deficit
in the twenties (.72 person years), 1.36 more person years of owner-
occupancy are foregone in the thirties. Moreover, as mentioned above,
this lower trajectory implies lower lifetime demand in the years beyond
age 39 as well.
Trajectories A, B, and C define the range of responses that cohorts'
housing careers are likely to make in the face of an inadequate supply
of preferred housing. We can discuss these responses both. in terms
of their impact on aggregate demand at a given point in time and in
terms of the behavioral processes that might underlie the career re-
shaping. What all three responses have in common is a reduction in
demand while cohorts are in their twenties. This has the effect of
partially compensating for the larger size of an entering cohort. If
a cohort is 25 percent larger, it would need to reduce its per capita
demand by 20 percent in order to hold constant the aggregate demand
in the age groups it occupies over time. Trajectory D comes closest
to this response of proportionately reducing demand across the entire
life span. The other two trajectories show more limited reductions in
housing demand.
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The difference between Trajectories B and C is that the reduced
demand during the twenties is foregone by a cohort following Trajectory
C, whereas the demand is merely temporarily postponed by a cohort fol-
lowing Trajectory B. Both trajectories have the same initial impact on
the housing market. The impact of larger entering cohorts is cushioned
by the reduced demand during the twenties; however, in the case of Traj-
ectory B the reduced demand is merely transferred from the present to a
future year when it will be added to the market competition faced by
subsequent cohorts entering homebuying ages.
The true housing career changes that we have identified for recent
cohorts lie somewhere between the hypothetical responses portrayed by
Trajectories B and C. Drawing on this experience we can postulate some
behavioral processes that might lead to the changing career shapes. In
brief, the initial reduction in housing demand during the twenties can
be accounted for by delayed family formation and by the high cost of
housing that forces households to save longer for downpayments. What is
more difficult to explain is why a cohort's trajectory might accelerate
to unprecedented levels during the thirties. One abstract hypothesis
is that a cohort experiencing initial delay suffers pent-up demand, and
once this demand is released it over-reacts so that ownership climbs to
unprecedented levels. Such a glib explanation that people get "carried
away" by their pursuit of homeownership is insufficient because it does
not specify the mechanisms by which higher ownership levels can be
achieved.
Two specific explanations are proposed here for why recent cohorts
have rebounded from reduced ownership during their twenties to increased
319
ownership during their thirties. The first explanation stresses the
adaptive efficiency of households' adjustments, while the second emphasizes
the period effects of rising inflation on the long-term real costs of
ownership.
The adaptive-efficiency argument assumes that households begin to
make adjustments in their socioeconomic lifestyles while their progress
is being delayed during their twenties. Examples of these adjustments
include greater employment for wives, delayed or reduced childbearing,
and changes in both expenditure patterns and savings habits. None of
these adjustments is likely to have an immediate impact on home purchasing,
but their effects will grow over time. This explains why the homeowner-
ship trajectory might lag in the twenties before catching up in the early
thirties. The reason why the trajectory might surpass the normal
ownership levels in the thirties is that some of these adjustments could
prove so efficient that their eventual impact is to convey a bonus of
additional ownership.
The inflation argument assumes that households' decisions to buy
homes at any age, and in any cohort, depend on the real cost of home
purchase in particular years. Inflation raises this cost by elevating
the monthly mortgage payments in the initial years of a conventional
mortgage contract. To counteract the effects of expected inflation the
conventional mortgage contract tilts the stream of real monthly payments
upward from the future to the present. However, once the discounted
present value of future appreciation in home values is taken into con-
sideration, the real cost of homeownership is greatly reduced (Follain
et al., 1978). As long as house values continue to keep up with or
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exceed the rate of inflation, households will be encouraged to buy homes
as an investment that provides a hedge against the declining value of the
dollar (Sternlieb and Hughes, 1979; Grebler and Mittelbach, 1979: Chap-
ter 4).
Thus, rising inflation during the 1970s has increased the incentive
for households in every cohort to purchase homes. As a consequence,
cohorts that experienced initial delays in ownership acquisition and that
made adjustments to improve their home purchasing ability have now re-
ceived added incentive to enter homeownership. Cohorts currently in
their twenties are still suffering declines in ownership relative to pre-
ceding cohorts because they lack the financial means at this life stage
to overcome the high entry cost of ownership. Nevertheless, the greater
size of recent cohorts ensures that demand for single-family homes will
remain strong despite small per capita decreases in ownership demand.
In fact, an added dimension of the inflation explanation that should
be stressed is that there is possibly a direct connection between the
size of cohorts now entering their twenties and recent increases in home-
ownership for cohorts in their thirties and above. The aggregate demand
wielded by the series of large cohorts reaching homebuying age is what
makes homeownership such an attractive investment for older cohorts.
Of course, the more that older cohorts increase their own demand for
homeownership, the greater will be the increase in demand aggregated
across all cohorts. While it is impossible to know what sector of demand
is truly leading the others, ownership is a long-term investment and it
seems clear that buyers would behave differently if a series of under-
sized cohorts were entering adulthood instead of the baby boom generation.
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We can summarize this discussion of hypothetical adjustments in
cohorts' housing careers with the following overview. Given a series
of successively larger cohorts entering homebuying ages and facing a
relatively inelastic supply, cohorts' careers are likely to be reshaped
in a manner reflecting increasingly intense adjustments. The initial
cohorts, such as those born in the early 1940s, will delay ownership
acquisition during their early twenties but make this up with ever-higher
ownership levels during their thirties. These increases might result
from the fruition of adaptive responses initiated in their twenties and
also from the increasing investment potential of homeownership. Part of
the expectation of rising house values rests on the size of following
cohorts, so that each successive cohort is faced by a struggle to achieve
ownership, it makes socioeconomic adjustments, and eventually it finances
greater home purchases of its own under the expectation that the struggle
for homeownership will be continued by the larger cohorts that follow.
As the aggregate demand increases from the success of preceding
cohorts and from the greater size of entering cohorts, successive cohorts
will face the need for more intense adjustments. Individual adjustments
will be discussed in the next section, but in terms of aggregate housing
careers we might expect cohorts to shift progressively from Trajectory
A to Trajectories B and C as portrayed in Figure 8-1. Successive cohorts
may well have greater difficulty making up their postponed homeownership.
As the cohorts born in the 1960s reach homebuying age after 1985, they
will not only provide demand to support preceding cohorts' investments,
but they also will be followed by a series of smaller cohorts that will
begin to change the homeownership investment outlook. The cohorts born
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in the 1960s will have lower incentive to buy homes for investment and
they will face greater current, aggregate homeownership demand than the
cohorts that preceded them. As a consequence, their ownership trajectory
may come to resemble that of Trajectory D in Figure 8-1. Public policy
implications regarding these changing housing career shapes will be dis-
cussed in the concluding section of this chapter. The next section
explores the implications of some individual family adjustments that are
occurring for recent cohorts.
Family Adjustments in Pursuit of Homeownership
It is important to take a closer look at the specific adjustments
cohort members are making in their pursuit of homeownership. In partic-
ular, we should evaluate the adaptive efficiency argument that was pos-
ited to explain cohorts' rebound from relative ownership deficits during
their twenties to relative excesses in their thirties. The Introduction
to this dissertation raised several concerns about the consequences of
family adjustments being made in the struggle for homeownership. The
central assumption of arguments made by Frieden (1977), Thygerson (1978),
and others is that high costs of entering homeownership are forcing the
current generation to make adjustments that constitute an unfair burden--
a problem of "intergenerational inequity" in Frieden's (1977:71) terms.
The weakness in this argument that has been attacked by Weicher (1977,
1978) and Follain and Struyk (1979), among others, is that ownership has
been increasing in the face of the alleged unfair burdens. On what
grounds can adjustments that are proving so effective be termed to be
publicly unacceptable?
The position that is taken here stresses the cumulative impacts
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that are occurring through incremental adjustments made by successive
cohorts. While individual households are freely taking part in these
adjustments, and may not even recognize them to impose an unfair burden,
the argument I will make is that the collective drift of these changes
is toward lifestyles not preferred by individuals at present and which
are shaping the competitive environment that will confront young cohorts
in the future. The viewpoint that is adopted here is based on Schelling's
(1978) discussion of a class of problems that Platt (1973) has termed
"social traps."
In brief, the argument is that successive cohorts entering the home-
ownership market must match the adjustments made by preceding cohorts
and, because aggregate demand is continuing to increase and prices to
rise, they are forced by the competitive pressures to take the adjust-
ments a notch or two further. The reason that cohorts continue to compete
for homeownership given this requirement for constantly raising the ante
is that the marginal adjustments are slight and there really is no other
viable refuge for "the scared American" who is seeking economic security
(Sternlieb and Hughes, 1979).
The adjustment that is most often cited by researchers is increasing
incidence of multiple incomes. Basically, this means that wives are
working more often. Roistacher and Young (1979), in particular, have
suggested that married wanen are working increasingly in order to sustain
standards of housing consumption established in the previous decade. In
the Introduction we related this hypothesis to research by Oppenheimer
(1976) that emphasizes the compensatory pattern of increased labor
force participation combined with reduced or delayed childbearing. She
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argues that each successive cohort has adopted these adjustments to a
further degree in order to achieve the same desired standard of living.
The analysis in the preceding chapter documented the advantage that
this strategy has for achieving homeownership. Two important points
emerged from that analysis: first, that couples who delayed childbearing
exceeded the ownership rates of couples that did not delay; and, second,
this advantage only emerged after 1970. Delayed childbearing and (pre-
sumed) employment of wives is an efficient adaptation that enables couples
to surpass the housing achievement of those who do not adopt the strat-
egy. Yet increasing proportions of cohorts are choosing this lifestyle
and as it becomes increasingly common its advantage will be shared by
so many that the strategy must be adopted, once again, just to keep up.
It is significant that the family career changes between cohorts
that were explored in Chapter 6 are much greater than the housing career
changes. This gives the appearance that family behavior is being ad-
justed in order to maintain progress toward homeownership. Masnick et
al. (1978) and Masnick (1980) present evidence that the cumulative
changes in cohorts' life course patterns are increasing the likelihood
that young women's assumption that their fertility is being simply
postponed will be transformed into a realization that fertility has been
foregone. In effect, incremental increases in postponed fertility and
employment of wives are leading to continued achievement of housing
goals at the same time as these adjustments are raising the chances of
blocking goals for raising families. The concluding section to this
chapter will discuss the extent to which public policy ought to intervene
in the path of this social change.
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Summary
This section has sought to place the experience of housing progress
in its housing market context. We began by discussing the translation
of average lifetime housing demand by cohort members into aggregate hous-
ing demand. Attention was focused primarily upon the impact that rising
cohort size has on aggregate demand. Next we discussed aggregate adjust-
ments in cohorts' housing careers, and then we presented a viewpoint on
the family adjustments that cohorts are presumed to be making in pursuit
of homeownership. The policy implications of cohorts' adjustments will
be discussed in a concluding section. The next section addresses some
of the benefits and costs of housing progress.
BENEFITS AND COSTS OF PROGRESS
There are several private and public benefits that derive from a
high rate of housing progress. However, even though.it might seem self-
evident that more progress is better, a number of costs to progress can
be specified that offset the benefits to a large degree. This section
discusses a number of these benefits and costs without attempting to con-
duct a quantified assessment. The goal of the analysis is not to deter-
mine whether progress returns a net benefit, but rather the goal is to
explore the boundaries of desired progress. How much progress is enough
and how much is too much? Answers to these questions can only be reached
in relative terms.
Benefits
A major private benefit of housing progress is that consumers'
aspirations have been fulfilled. Rapid progress in the lifetime implies
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that the average wait for fulfillment is reduced, and rapid progress
across cohorts implies that the enjoyment of single-family homeownership
is being distributed to a higher fraction of successive cohorts at each
age. Similarly, expansion of ownership to persons in traditionally less
advantaged family statuses implies that aspirations for homeownership are
being fulfilled with less penalty for style of family participation.
These psychological benefits of aspiration fulfillment are, of course,
supplemented by the physical benefits of larger housing usually built at
lower densities. Eomebuyers also reap the benefits of subsidies provided
through deduction of mortgage interest expenses and property tax expenses
from taxable income, but these benefits are also available to owners of
condominiums and mobile homes.
Unlike owners of other types of units, however, single-family home-
owners also benefit from investment in a real asset with a long-standing
record of price appreciation in excess of inflation (Grebler and Mittel-
bach, 1979:11-35). While it might be argued that most homebuyers will
never liquidate these investments, instead simply trading up from house
to house, ownership of property provides a strong sense of economic secur-
ity for many people. More specifically, a study of housing needs and
conditions by the AFL-CIO (1975) emphasized that a major benefit to
acquiring homeownership by middle age is that housing expenses are often
lower than those for renters during retirement years.
For these reasons and others single-family homeownership is treated
as a merit good whose attainment should be publicly stimulated. In 1931
President ierbert Hoover convened a conference on the topic of increasing
homeownership. His introductory remarks, while cloaked in hyperbole,
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expressed politically popular sentiments. in addition to emphasizing that
the aspiration for homeownership "...is so embedded in the American
heart..." as to constitute a "racial longing," Hoover asserted the follow-
ing benefits deriving from homeownership: "it makes for happier married
life, it makes for better children, it makes for confidence and security,
it makes for courage to meet the battle of life, it makes for better
citizenship." (.Hoover, 1932:2) Certainly, not all these claims can be
supported. Nevertheless, Hoover's statement illustrates the breadth of
assumptions about homeownership's merit aspects.
Struyk (1977) cites three additional common beliefs about homeowner-
ship's public benefits: that homeowners take better care of their dwel-
lings and enhance neighborhood stability, that owners save at a higher
rate than renters, and that homeowners are more concerned citizens than
renters. While these claims are difficult to substantiate, and their
benefits difficult to quantify, these beliefs support the general notion
that homeownership deserves promotion.
Progress toward single-family homeownership also provides a number
of other public benefits. A steady flow of households into ownership
generates demand for new construction by home builders. The construction
industry provides employment for workers in over 110,000 home building
firms (HUlD, 1974:186), and through various multiplier effects it con-
stitutes a key industry in the economy. Maintaining a healthy construc-
tion industry is certainly an important public benefit of sustained
housing progress.
Attainment of homeownership and stimulation of new construction also
provide the stimulant for filtering in the housing stock. It can be
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argued that the rate of new construction directly determines the rate at
which the poor or minorities improve their housing (Berry, 1976; Myers,
1980). If housing progress were slowed down, new home buyers would be
forced to stay in their old homes rather than pass them on to other
households. In addition, progress into single-family ownership increases
the potential property tax revenues, because single-family homes are
assessed at higher property values than are smaller and older housing
units.
Costs
There are impressive benefits deriving from continued housing prog-
ress by young cohorts. Yet these benefits are accompanied by often over-
looked costs, some of which are directly related to the supposed benefits.
For example, income tax subsidies are granted for homeownership because
it is a merit or public good. The private benefit thus received by
homeowners amounted to a public cost of 6.2 billion dollars in 1972
(HUFRD, 1974:33). To place this high cost in perspective, the total outlay
for federally subsidized housing programs in 1972 was only 2.5 billion
dollars. The earlier that the large baby boom cohorts enter homeowner-
ship, the longer that they will drain this subsidy from the national
public income account.
It is possible also that the national economy is being weakened by
excessive housing progress. Sternlieb and Hughes (1979) argue that con-
sumers have overinvested in housing consumption in their struggle to
achieve homeownership and to secure shelter from dollar devaluation.
They claim that households are saving less than before and that
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investment dollars are being drained from sectors of the economy that
require funds for further development. As economic growth slows, per-
sonal income ceases to increase, and thus the disparity between house
prices and incomes could possibly grow still larger.
The presumed benefits of a healthy construction industry and in-
creased filtering in the housing market are also offset by associated
costs. In the past, stimulating construction of new single-family hous-
ing has had the effect of encouraging low density urban development.
While such development patterns need not persist in the future, new con-
struction has been concentrated in different parts of metropolitan regions
in different decades. As a consequence, different generations have come
to reside in separate metropolitan locations, with the early occupants
frozen in the neighborhood housing stocks (Myers, 1978). School popula-
tions have boomed and busted, and other service demands have fluctuated
wildly, as neighborhoods age through their collective family life cycles.
In addition to this pattern of age segregation, increased construc-
tion and filtering leads to greater economic and racial segregation.
While the trickle down of older housing benefits each family that is able
to upgrade its own housing conditions, households that are too poor to
afford single-family homes are forced to occupy less desirable housing
in older neighborhoods. Among other spokesmen, Anthony Downs (1973;
1977) has argued forcefully that the trickle-down housing strategy causes
grave social injustices and creates serious public costs by concentrating
the poor: "To put it bluntly, a majority of American urban families have
enjoyed the fruits of 'social progress' in housing that have been pur-
chased at the expense of a minority who can ill afford to pay the price"
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(Downs, 1977:163).
Relative Status Comparisons
There is a further social cost to housing progress that deserves
more detailed discussion because it is not often recognized. Each gener-
ation's housing progress establishes a standard by which subsequent gen-
erations evaluate their own housing well-being. Through a ratchet process
each increase in progress between cohorts "raises the ante" required of
the following cohort if it is to keep from suffering a declining standard
of living. In an earlier section it was argued that cohorts are respond-
ing to this pressure by making increasing family adjustments. Ironically,
the high housing standards established for young cohorts in the past two
decades are based in part on the high fertility of the baby boom era.
Richard Coleman has suggested that housing norms were elevated in this
period as real income increases coincided with large baby boom families
(Birch et al., 1973: Chapter 5). Even though family sizes have decreased
in the past decade for young cohorts, the continued occupancy of large,
single-family homes by the baby boom parents has kept the norms for
suitably sized housing from being revised downward.
Not only are the standards of acceptable housing elevated by each
generation's progress, but the well-being derived from a fixed quality of
housing is lowered. Easterlin (1974) and Duncan (1975) have shown that
increasing real income does not increase the reported level of happiness
or satisfaction. What is important is the individual's relative income
rank, not his absolute income. Rainwater (1974) has provided further
evidence that conceptions of different levels of living have increased
over time in such a way that their relationship to the overall income
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distribution has remained relatively constant. Thus favorable self-per-
ceptions of well-being require that one's own standard of living must
increase at least as much as the average increase. Hirsch (1978) has
added to this argument by suggesting that well-being is reduced not only
through relative status comparisons, but also through a lower consumption
that is derivable from a fixed good. His point is that once a desired
good becomes widely attainable, its enjoyment is lessened by such exter-
nalities as traffic congestion, in the case of automobiles, and suburban
sprawl or high property taxes, in the case of bucolic suburban living.
Of course, the increased prevalence of homeownership need not reduce all
of its important advantages such as the favorable income tax treatment.
Managed Lifetime Housing Progress
In an era of rising concern about resource conservation the costs of
aspiration fulfillment seem very high if the level of well-being derived
from rising standards of living remains constant. Yet what has been
neglected by the authors cited above is the lifetime dimension of progress.
The major preoccupation has been with progress across generations, and
only to a limited extent has the family dimension been treated when
analyzing living standards. The lifetime dimension of housing progress
deserves much greater attention, because of its great magnitude, and also
because progress along this dimension can occur without any added social
cost. If each cohort merely replicates the lifetime progress of its
predecessor, societal progress (progress across cohorts) will be neglig-
ible and the standard of living required for a fixed level of well-being
will not be elevated for the population as a whole. Yet, at the same
time, a pattern of strong lifetime progress will continue to give the
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average person a sense of advancement in life.
Such an idyllic world of constant lifetime progress for successive
cohorts (and, hence, zero cross-cohort progress) would retain most of the
benefits cited above for housing progress. And this ideal state would
also avoid a large part of the costs associated with progress. The key
goal should be the fulfillment of aspirations at a rate that does not
inflate expectations for the succeeding generation. A steady rate of new
construction and filtering could be maintained without increasing the
rate at which sprawl is proceeding or the rate at which the poor are being
isolated. Similarly, the amount of foregone income tax revenues and
the size of the outstanding mortgage debt would be kept from growing ex-
cessively. The judgements of costs and benefits that we are making here
are based on the assumption that each benefit is necessary and each cost
is unavoidable. The public interest is best served, however, by providing
an acceptable level of benefits while keeping the costs from increasing.
There are three problems, however, attending this plan for managed
lifetime housing progress. The first concerns the factor of differential
cohort size that was discussed earlier in this chapter. Constant life-
time progress for successive cohorts will not generate stable housing
demand over time if the cohorts are of different size. Total ownership
will increase markedly when larger cohorts approach middle age. A bal-
ance must be struck between managing the experience of housing progress
and managing the aggregate demand generated by cohorts' progress.
A second obstacle to the social plan concerns the question of how
to phase in a new regime of constant lifetime progress. When the nation
is accustomed to a continuous rate of cross-cohort progress, a cessation
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of further increases might appear as a relative deprivation. Nevertheless,
the large size of cohorts currently entering adulthood is leading to such
a diminishment of cross-cohort progress. The extent to which public
policy should intervene in the reshaping of cohorts' housing careers is
discussed in the final section of this chapter.
A third, related, problem concerns the treatment of economic class
differences in the plan for managed lifetime progress. A major advantage
of ever-higher rates of lifetime progress is that a larger proportion of
lower-income groups are gaining access to homeownership. Constraining the
rate of progress is likely to have the adverse impact of constraining
social mobility of lower and working-class persons. An equitable plan
for managing housing progress must ensure that cutbacks are not borne
exclusively by the economically disadvantaged. This consideration is a
factor arguing for greater public intervention in the market forces that
are reshaping cohorts' housing careers.
POLICY IMPLICATIONS
The broad conclusion emerging from this evaluation is that homeowner-
ship should be brought within the means of every person sometime during
his or her lifetime. This is also one of the main conclusions that
emerged from President Hoover's 1931 Conference on Home Building and Home
Ownership (Wilbur, 1932:8). However, what has been lost over the years,
probably as young veterans returned from World War II, is the understanding
that homeownership is less important to achieve for young persons than
for middle-aged persons. Because ownership cumulates for cohorts over
time, higher ownership rates for middle-aged persons imply that larger
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numbers of people are achieving homeownership within their lifetime. In-
creased ownership rates for young persons do not carry this implication
and instead only lead to greater aggregate demand for homeownership.
A Publicly Advantageous Schedule of Lifetime Progress
In the preceding section we developed the idea of managed lifetime
progress. There were several drawbacks to the ideal notion that was dis-
cussed. This section addresses these problems with reference to the
earlier section on hypothetical housing career adjustments. Figure 8-1
depicted a "normal" trajectory into ownership based on the experience of
the 1937-38 cohort, and the figure also showed three hypothetical changes
in ownership trajectories that might occur as larger cohorts face increased
competition for homeownership.
All three hypothetical responses begin with reduced owner-occupancy
during the twenties. This is advantageous because it cushions the impact
of larger cohorts entering the homeownership market. However, Trajectory
B outlines a career path that makes up for this lost demand with higher
than normal owner-occupancy during the thirties. The impact of this
trajectory is thus to postpone demand until a later time. This would
serve to increase the competition facing following cohorts.
Trajectory C does not make up for reduced owner-occupancy, instead
only returning to the normal career path during the thirties. Thus this
career provides a permanent savings in reduced ownership consumption
while still enabling a normal fraction of the population to eventually
become owners. Yet this increased progress is purchased at the expense
of greater competition facing following cohorts. On balance, Trajectory
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B is preferred to Trajectory C only if the transition to above normal
ownership rates is delayed still further in time--to age 40 or above.
Such a delay has the effect of decreasing the lifetime consumption of
owner-occupancy at the same time as it permits a higher level of eventual
ownership attainment.
Trajectory D represents the least preferred outcome. Large reduc-
tions in ownership consumption occur, but only at the expense that a lower
fraction of the population can achieve homeownership. The persons who
lose out under this scenario are likely to be those for whom ownership
attainment is most financially marginal. This outcome does not seem to
be publicly acceptable.
The question of how to phase in a publicly advantageous schedule
of lifetime progress maust consider the ongoing adjustments already oc-
curring in response to market forces. In previous chapters we have un-
covered evidence that cohorts are shifting from ownership trajectories
like A in Figure 8-1 to B. We have hypothesized two complementary ex-
planations for why cohorts are rebounding from reduced ownership during
the twenties to higher than normal ownership during the thirties. First,
the adjustments made by cohorts during their twenties are proving highly
effective as they come to fruition in later years. Second, cohorts in
their thirties are given an added incentive for buying homes because the
great demand wielded by larger, following cohorts is causing house prices
to rise faster than the rate of inflation.
In this view, cohorts pursuing Trajectory B are faring very well,
even though they are being forced to make family adjustments during
their twenties. However, this success is being won at the expense of
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following cohorts. These later cohorts face not only the increased
competition deriving from their own numbers, but also the added burden of
greater demand generated by the success of their predecessors. We have
discussed the potential public problem that is emerging as successive
cohorts make cumulative incremental adjustments that are forming a path
of social change toward family lifestyles not preferred by the partici-
pants. Even if this is an accurate assessment of current changes, this
issue does not seem ready for public policy intervention. There is too
little consensus about what should constitute family policy in the United
States today (Bane, 1978).
Instead, the primary policy conclusion of this study is that home-
ownership assistance programs (including tax subsidies) should be con-
ditioned on age. Access to homeownership subsidies and incentives should
be restricted perhaps only to persons over age 35. Programs that are
intended for use by younger persons are misguided for two reasons: first,
these programs increase total ownership consumption without necessarily
leading to higher rates of lifetime ownership attainment, and second,
assistance to younger persons is only retarding the reshaping of housing
careers that could help cushion the impact of the baby boom as it enters
the homebuying ages. A more efficient use of public funds is to target
resources in age groups where cohorts are reaching their highest lifetime
ownership rates. In addition, the most equitable strategy is to target
subsidies at middle ages because persons in the life stage who have not
yet achieved homeownership, and who seek it, demonstrate the greatest
need. Such a strategy of age targeting is not discriminatory because all
persons will have access to these benefits when they have reached the
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appropriate age in their life.
Obstacles to Policy Consensus and Program-Design
It is important to recognize the political or practical obstacles
that impede formation of a policy consensus concerning lifetime housing
progress. Despite the rationality of arguments presented in this study,
other issues have been neglected that have persuasive influence in the
policy process. Before concluding this chapter it would be useful to
recognize some of these other issues that might be raised in debates
surrounding policy formation and program design.
The proposal for controlling the rate of lifetime housing progress
by young cohorts is likely to be caught in a cross-fire between two dif-
ferent consumer interest groups. On the one hand, advocates for the poor
will likely argue that housing progress should not be equated with home-
ownership acquisition. They would be correct to argue that the trad-
itional quality indicators provide a better measurement of the conditions
faced by very poor families, and these advocates might resist efforts
to discuss broad middle-class housing concerns. Despite these arguments,
the interests of the poor would be advanced by supporting the proposal
to reduce housing subsidies to young, middle-class persons.
On the opposite side, spokesmen for young families or the middle
class will argue strongly against any effort to reshape federal policies
encouraging homeownership acquisition. The policy implications cited
above run counter to the current momentum favoring increased subsidies
for young families, and legislators who have been fighting for this
cause will strongly resist any effort to undermine their policy
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convictions. The Age Discrimination Act of 1975 will likely be cited
in arguments against the proposal to target homeownership subsidies for
middle-aged persons. While claims of age discrimination might be per-
sistent, as well as superficial, the proposal for controlling the rate
of lifetime housing progress need not rely upon explicit age criteria
in the design of programs. To successfully counter the arguments of
middle-class proponents it would be necessary to offer strong guarantees
that a temporary diminishment of homeownership subsidies for some per-
sons would be coupled with greater subsidies at a later time.
The policy debate would also need to resolve the issue of how to
treat different house types in the measurement of lifetime housing
progress. This study has emphasized single-family homeownership because
of its strong consumer support and also because of its great prevalence.
A major question concerns whether or not policies to control the rate
of lifetime housing- progress should treat single-family homeownership
differently than other forms of homeownership. While this might seem
to be a normative question, the policy debate would likely focus on
the demand displacement effects of alternative classifications. If
assistance is reduced for some types of housing more than others, demand
is likely to be displaced toward the more subsidized house types. Just
how this displacement will affect the current patterns of market com-
petition, and particularly how the poor or minorities will be affected,
should be a matter of major concern in the design of specific policies
and programs. This issue underscores the fact that policies addressing
homeownership cannot be treated in isolation from policies concerning
condominium conversion, gentrification, or other current housing problems.
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A third obstacle to reaching consensus about controlling the rate
of housing progress is posed by the sticky issue of personal wealth
accumulation. Homeownership is the greatest real asset that most per-
sons acquire during their lifetime. Policies to reduce the rate of
homeownership acquisition by young persons would have the effect of
constraining the pace of wealth accumulation. At the same time, policies
to increase ownership acquisition by middle-aged persons have the poten-
tial to increase the wealth of relatively lower income persons. Hence,
the overall effect of the proposal to control the rate of housing prog-
ress could be to help distribute personal wealth more evenly across
income groups. While it should not be the purpose of housing policy to
achieve economic redistribution, some of these issues will likely be
raised in debate by persons who are concerned about the investment
advantages of homeownership. To alleviate the fears of young persons
who seek early ownership acquisition for investment purposes, it would
be helpful to develop alternative investment opportunities with rates of
return comparable to those of house price appreciation.
A final difficulty that would need to be resolved concerns the
proper treatment of regional and local differences. The analysis pre-
sented in this study has been conducted with data aggregated for the
nation as a whole. It is worth considering, at least briefly, how much
the study's conclusions might be altered if spatially disaggregated
data were utilized; and, relatedly, we ought to address the question
of how local differences might influence policy formation and program
design.
A major reason that national data were analyzed is that cohort
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analysis is not possible for local areas, given the high rates of res-
idential mobility across their boundaries. Cohort analysis with data
from replicated surveys such as the census requires a fairly closed
population so that the same people can be sampled in different years.
Nevertheless, the rates of housing progress that were estimated for
national cohorts probably differ greatly from the experience of people
residing in local areas. For example, single-family homeownership
attainment is probably much lower for cohorts living in metropolitan
areas of the Northeast that have relatively few single-family homes than
it is for cohorts residing in newer areas of the Sunbelt with a high
proportion single-family homes. In addition, persons who have migrated
from the Northeast to the Sunbelt very likely have experienced a pattern
of housing progress that is different from that of more settled residents
in either region. It would be clearly difficult to trace the housing
progress of persons born and residing in every possible combination
of states or regions in the nation.
I would argue that these regional and local differences are unim-
portant for this study's conclusions. Even though the exact rate of
housing progress varies by place, we have focused on the longitudinal
experience of different generations. As long as the change between
cohorts at the national level provides a reasonable description of the
proportionate change between cohorts in each local area, the study's
broad findings are relatively unaffected by spatial differences.
More serious problems accompany the question of how to treat local
differences in the task of program design. By virtue of its greater
prevalence, single-family homeownership is relatively more important to
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persons in localities that are lower density suburbs than to residents
of central cities, and it is also more important to persons in most south-
ern or western metropolitan areas than it is to residents in older areas
of the north. The stronger interests of some geographic groups would
need to be accommodated by the program design process. For example,
setting homeownership target levels according to average, national home-
ownership patterns would constitute a greater threat to suburban or
Sunbelt residents than to residents of other areas where ownership has
always been below the new target level. One solution to this imbalance
is to scale the new target level proportionately to the current pattern
in each metropolitan area. However, representatives of jurisdictions
with low ownership levels might well complain that it is unfair to scale
down their ownership levels to an even lower level. These representatives
might propose that a two-step scaling algorithm be employed: areas with
ownership levels below the national average are left unaffected, while
areas above the national average are scaled down proportionately..
Such a geographically-based political struggle over policies to
control the rate of housing progress could seriously disrupt efforts
to develop consensus about some of the other problems discussed above.
Thus it seems important to defuse the potential geographic conflict
prior to entering the policy arena. Toward this end research should be
conducted on the geographic distribution of legislators' voting support,
comments, and attitudes regarding existing homeownership programs.
Most, if not all, of these programs fail to correct for regional or
local differences in single-family homeownership prevalence. Valuable
insights might be gained from close scrutiny of previous legislation.
In sum, there is a host of problems attending the translation of
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this study's conclusions into housing policies and programs. These dif-
ficulties are severe enough that it is likely the study's conclusions
could have at most a marginal effect on the evolution of housing policy.
The two most likely impacts of a debate on controlling the rate of
housing progress might be: (1) to undercut efforts to further subsidize
the home purchasing ability of young families, and (2) to encourage
development of subsidy programs for more mature families with demonstra-
ted difficulty achieving homeownership.
CONCLUSION
This evaluation has emphasized the great importance of viewing
housing progress in the lifetime perspective. In this perspective the
timing of housing achievement by individuals and the ultimate lifetime
achievement levels of cohorts are the proper focus for housing policy.
This chapter has reviewed the key empirical findings of this study,
and it has placed the experience of housing progress by cohorts into
the context of aggregate housing demand. The rapidly increasing size
of cohorts.now entering adulthood (attributable to the postwar baby
boom) poses a major challenge to the continuation of past patterns of
housing progress. If the current generation of young adults follows
the same per capita lifetime consumption path as earlier generations,
demand for single-family owner-occupancy will be increased enormously.
At present we are witnessing a mounting conflict between housing
progress and housing demand. In the face of supply constraints and
rising costs cohorts are delaying acquisition of single-family homes,
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but ultimately they are acquiring them in record proportions. In part,
this delayed success is the result of increasing family adjustments
initiated during the twenties, but it also reflects the investment
incentive for older cohorts to capitalize on the potential housing demand
of following cohorts. Overall, there are fundamental inter-cohort
relationships underlying the struggle for housing progress that must be
considered by public policy.
This evaluation has concluded that there is a need to manage the
process of lifetime housing progress. Before specific policy proposals
can be developed, however, it is important to grasp a conception of the
problem. The problem is not that young families are being priced out
of the homeownership market, but rather that our society places too
much importance on early attainment of single-family homeownership. I
have argued that it is beneficial for young cohorts in the baby boom
generation to slow their rate of housing progress. But this diminish-
ment of the rate of progress should be prevented from becoming a lower
level of ultimate, lifetime housing achievement. Public subsidies should
be directed to middle-aged persons who have not yet achieved their
housing goals before they are provided to young persons who are less
advanced in their housing careers. Over time all persons should be
guaranteed the same housing subsidies, but we must recognize that it
is not possible to aid all persons simultaneously. In recognition of
the fundamental importance of life progress, the proposals expressed in
this chapter seek a dynamic distribution of resources that is just.
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Chapter 9
CONCLUSION: THE LIFETIME DIMENSION OF PROGRESS
This study has argued for the strong importance of the lifetime ex-
perience of housing progress. Previous studies of aggregate housing im-
provement in the United States have not sought to measure housing condi-
tions in a manner that represents the aggregate experience of improvement
by individuals. Housing analyses that do not adopt a longitudinal frame-
work for measuring individuals' experiences or housing demand are severely
limited in their ability to measure either individuals' housing well-being
or individuals' market behavior. I believe that the present analysis,
although not without its faults, has made substantial progress toward
improving the techniques for normative and empirical analysis of the
American people's housing conditions.
The fundamental contribution of this study has been to address the
measurement of improving housing conditions from a population perspective.
This perspective leads us to inquire about the aggregate characteristics
of individual population members as they are evolving over time. The
cohort-life course theory and methodology have been employed for the
empirical analysis of individuals' housing and family conditions. While
fairly cumbersome to employ, it has been shown that the methods used here
yield more accurate estimates of aggregate experience than methods cur-
rently used in housing analysis.
How important is it to measure individuals' housing experience over
time? Chapter 2 has documented the evolving consensus in studies of
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national housing needs about the importance of occupancy conditions ex-
perienced by households. These conditions include the match between
households and housing units and they are believed to be a truer indica-
tion of housing deprivation than are the characteristics of the housing
stock itself. In addition, increasing recognition is emerging about the
importance of the duration of occupancy conditions for housing well-being.
It makes a difference whether persons are living in overcrowded conditions
or paying excessive rent for a short, temporary interval rather than for
a prolonged period of their life. Moreover, when the issue is homeown-
ership, it is clear that households adopt a long time horizon for planning
their consumption decisions; and, as a result, policy analysis of the af-
fordability crisis should also adopt a longitudinal framework for measur-
ing homeownership cost burdens.
The major obstacle to implementing the normative viewpoint about the
duration of experience by individuals is that it is empirically very dif-
ficult to measure changes over time for more than a relatively few persons
in special surveys. The solution that has been proposed in this study is
to aggregate individuals into cohorts and then measure the changes over
time in cohorts' housing and family conditions. This method has certain
limitations, however, that should be noted. First, aggregation into co-
horts suffers the fault common to all aggregation in that individual
idiosyncracies are averaged out. In addition, cohort analysis works
best when analyzing changes that are relatively permanent. If there is
a lot of shifting back and forth between statuses, the net changes of
cohorts over time will provide very misleading estimates of aggregate
individual experience over time. This problem is also common to all
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measurement of net change, such as net migration, and yet analysts con-
tinue to emphasize measurement of net change even though it underestimates
the true volume of change.
The usage of cohort analysis in this study has minimized the effects
of these limitations. A major argument developed in Chapter 4 is that
cohort aggregates permit a more accurate estimation of individuals' ex-
perience over time than do other forms of aggregation that ignore the
fundamental effects of maturation and advancement through the life course.
I believe that cohort units provide successful aggregation of individuals'
fundamental life processes--aging, family formation, employment career
advancement, and housing career advancement. It is true that the lim-
itations posed by the need to measure net changes has forced us to focus
on relatively permanent life changes--such as entry into marriage, entry
into parenthood, and attainment of household headship or single-family
homeownership--but who would say that the occurrence (or non-occurrence)
of such relatively permanent transitions is not of major social signif-
icance? In addition, we have used the cohort-life course theory to step
beyond the permanency limitation and analyze, under special conditions,
the reversible state entered by previously-married women. While the
broad pictures of longitudinal experience have been drawn for cohorts,
this emphasis need not restrict us from analyzing particular statuses of
cohort members at single points in time.
This study has adopted a key assumption about the definition of
housing progress by cohorts that is in keeping with the emphasis on ag-
gregate individual behavior. This assumption is that the experience of
housing progress is best measured by the rate at which cohorts advance
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toward housing quality standards that they prefer to attain. Thus prog-
ress is measured with reference to an upper standard representing con-
sumerst aspirations rather than with reference to minimal standards es-
tablished by housing professionals and policy makers. Defining progress
according to consumers' wishes ra-ther than according to policy makers'
judgements, however, creates a potential conflict between private and
public normative evaluations.
This conflict is not merely an unfortunate side effect of the ap-
proach taken by this study; rather, my intention has been to emphasize
the importance of consumer preferences and consumer behavior in the def-
inition of public quality standards and in the measurement of national
housing needs. The issues of consumer preferences and behavior too
often have been obscured in the policy-making process. By defining
progress in terms of individuals' pursuit of personal goals, and then
measuring the resultant careers of different cohorts, I have collected
additional information that should be addressed.. when forming public,
normative assessments of housing quality and housing needs. However,
consumers' preferences should not directly dictate public policy, any
more than public policy should dictate what it good for people. Instead,
what is necessary is to adopt a value-critical approach (Rein, 1976)
that integrates facts and values in arriving at public, normative assess-
ments about the housing conditions of the American people. More will be
said about this below.
Interpretation of consumer preferences in this study has led to
the choice of single-family homeownership as the preferred housing stan-
dard. Granted that this is a sterile and unidimensional goal to ascribe
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to all young adults, when most households have richly detailed hopes and
plans, but the available data show that the vast majority of young adults
subscribe to this single standard. Such consensus within the population
about a single housing standard is extremely helpful for conducting ag-
gregate analysis. While for special purposes it is useful to have more
detailed definitions of preferred housing standards held by special pop-
ulation subgroups, the single standard is adequate for the highly aggre-
gated, cohort-level analysis conducted in this study. Nevertheless, it
should be emphasized that the single-family homeownership standard is not
the most preferred by absolutely all young adults, and it is even less
universally preferred by persons of elderly age. While additional stan-
dards would need to be developed to reflect the preferences of these in-
dividuals, it seems clear that single-family homeownership is a suffic-
iently valid general indicator of young adults' preferences.
An additional justification for employing the' single-family home-
ownership standard in this study is that the attainment of this house
type by young families has recently emerged as an issue of public norma-
tive concern. The public importance of homeownership attainment is not
self-evident, because this problem concerns a high level of housing con-
sumption when, at the same time, many households are still housed in sub-
standard conditions according to the traditional, bottom-oriented indica-
tors. In fact, a relative, intergenerational justification has been of-
fered for why homeownership is an important issue. The implicit rationale
for the affordability issue is that homeownership should not be allowed
to become less accessible to the current generation of young families.
Substantial debate has developed over the nature and magnitude of the
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alleged crisis of affordability. Chapter 2 offered the interpretation
that the debate has centered more on the proper time frame for measuring
financial burden than it has on the fact of high nominal housing costs
facing first-time homebuyers. In fact, what is needed today is to de-
velop a longitudinal framework for measuring access to homeownership.
One such approach that has been developed by this study is to analyze
the transition from renting to single-family homeowning for different
cohorts over time.
In fact, a major normative innovation of this study has been to
emphasize the importance of the timing of homeownership attainment. We
can measure the lifetime progress of individuals toward their collective
housing goals by the proportions of cohorts that have reached single-
family homeownership by each age. Alternatively, we can measure prog-
ress by the linkage between family stage and ownership attainment for
different cohorts at the same age. I have argued< that the timing of
ownership attainment relative to both life stage (age) and family stage
provides important information for public policy consideration. While
the family timing of ownership attainment is an issue of wide concern,
and important empirical observations have been uncovered. in Chapter 7,
I have chosen to de-emphasize this aspect of timing for purposes of
evaluating the public policy implications of lifetime progress.
Instead, the evaluation in Chapter 8 has stressed the age timing of
lifetime progress by different cohorts. I have concluded that it is
possible for there to be too much, as well as too little, housing prog-
ress. To understand this conclusion it is important to recall that prog-
ress is defined in terms of individuals' aspirations and that there is a
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potential conflict between individual assessments of progress and public
evaluations of good housing conditions. The individual who desires to
acquire ownership of a single-family home might prefer to achieve that
goal immediately, but this does not imply that public policy is obligated
to help all households to simultaneously attain their objectives.
The conclusion that is reached by the evaluation of lifetime progress
is that there is need for a public policy of managed lifetime progress.
I believe that good housing conditions in the United States are defined
by a situation where all persons can achieve their lifetime housing goals,
but where early attainment of goals by some persons at the expense of
others is discouraged. The twin objectives of progress management
should be to ensure the ultimate achievement of single-family homeown-
ership for all persons who seek it, but to curtail the single-family
ownership consumption of cohorts at younger ages such as under 35. Al-
ternative investment opportunities should be created for these households
and further public subsidies should not be provided to young homebuyers.
The reason that it is necessary to accept curtailment of owner-occupancy
by young families is that the great size of the baby boom cohorts is
generating enormous increases in housing demand even though these cohorts
are pursuing a per capita.. lifetime housing progress that is similar to
their predecessors' progress. Slowing the rate of progress for the baby
boom cohorts will help to cushion. the market impact of their greater
size. At the same time, public policy must guarantee that every house-
hold will be able to eventually achieve homeownership, and to this end
special subsidy programs ought to be developed for mature households who
have not yet achieved their objectives.
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Overall, the lifetime perspective promises new insights both for
empirical research on consumer behavior and for normative research on
policies to promote collective well-being. While it might seem difficult
to implement such longitudinal insights at points in time when -legisla-
tion is made, every program has a history and a future just as does every
individual. Hopefully public policy can learn to coordinate programs
more effectively with the lifetimes of individuals.
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Appendix A
DESCRIPTION OF THE DATA BASE AND
ADJUSTMENT PROCEDURES
Data for the major empirical analyses in this dissertation, those
conducted in Chapters 6 and 7, are drawn from three large surveys con-
ducted by the U.S. Bureau of the Census in the Spring of 1960 and 1970,
and in the Fall of 1975. The 1960 and 1970 surveys are decennial census-
es conducted around April 1 for the purposes of achieving a complete
enumeration of the population. One-in-one hundred samples of individual
records from these decennial surveys have been released by the Census
Bureau in the form of computer tapes. The 1975 survey, part of the
series of Annual Housing Surveys, is restricted to the household popula-
tion of the United States and the total sample amounts to about 70,000
households and 29,473 females aged 18-39. In contrast, the one-in-one
hundred samples drawn from the 1960 and 1970 decennial censuses include
253,234 and 291,708 females aged 18-39, respectively.
These primary data have been transformed and adjusted in several
ways. The data for this dissertation are taken from "family nucleus"
conversions of the 1960, 1970, and 1975 surveys that were prepared by
research staff of the MIT-Harvard Joint Center for Urban Studies. The
nature of these family nucleus files and the specific variables selected
for analysis are described in the first section of this Appendix.
In addition to defining the data sources, this Appendix also de-
scribes two important adjustments that have been made in the 1975 data.
The first adjustment is necessitated by inadequate age detail released
354
for heads of households. Inexplicably, the primary data have been pro-
cessed into five-year age categories for household heads and left in
single-year age categories for all others (including wives of heads).
In order to define more detailed cohort groupings it is necessary to
transform the five-year age distributions into single-year distributions.
Fortunately, this procedure need be applied to only a small fraction of
the female population since Census Bureau programmers have suppressed
the exact age detail only of the husbands in married couples that jointly
head their own households. The second section of the Appendix describes
the adjustment procedure that has been employed.
The second adjustment necessary for using the 1975 data concerns the
conversion of the household sample into a total population sample. Using
1970 data as a basis for comparison it is possible to estimate how many
persons in each age and marital group have been omitted by the household
survey. The necessary adjustments are slight for all women other than
those who are never-married and.under age 22. This adjustment procedure
is described in the third section to the Appendix.
The Joint Center Family Nucleus Files
The Census Bureau public use sample data tapes have been processed
at the Joint Center by a program that re-organizes the data into "family
nucleus" units. A family nucleus is formed by every individual aged 15
or older unless he or she is living with a marriage partner. In the
latter case, the married couple is treated as one family nucleus. The
nucleus concept is intended to reflect the notion of potential household
heads; that is, persons who potentially could maintain independent
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living arrangements. An important advantage of the Joint Center family
nucleus files is that they are organized with a female-dominant structure.
Data pertaining to nucleus units that are married couples are oriented
primarily toward the female partner instead of the male as in the trad-
itional Census Bureau practice. Wives are designated heads of household
instead of husbands, and it is through the females that nuclei are iden-
tified with cohorts.
Ten variables were extracted from the nucleus files in order to
form the six-dimensional matrices of behavioral statuses in the 1960,
1970, and fall 1975 surveys. The variable names are listed below and
the purpose for which each was used is identified:
Variable Name
NTYPE
(TYPE in 1970)
AGEHD
MSHD
OWNCHO5
OWNCH15PL
INC
INCWIFE
HUTYPE
Purpose
Select females only
Age dimension
Marital status dimension
Parental dimension--presence or
absence of children under 6
Parental dimension--presence or
absence of children over 5
Family income dimension and (if not
married) employment status dimension
Employment status dimension for
married women
Housing dimension--identify housing
unit type occuped by household heads
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HREL Housing dimension--identify
household headship status
Estimating More Specific Age Characteristics
For the purposes of the empirical analysis in Chapters 6 and 7 I
wish to aggregate individuals in two-year birth cohorts. The two-year
grouping provides finer age detail than is afforded by five or ten-year
groupings and it also permits more precise estimates of social change
across cohorts since five two-year cohorts are encompassed in a ten-year
time span. Single-year cohorts would provide even more detail, but at
the risk of making estimates of rare statuses in the 1975 data base
statistically unreliable.
The major obstacle to defining two-year cohorts is that the 1975
data base, unlike the 1960 and 1970 data bases, does not give the exact
ages for all persons. Age is coded in five-year categories for persons
who have been designated heads of households by the Census Bureau. For-
tunately, since husbands have traditionally been designated household
heads in place of wives, the age detail for married women has not been
suppressed. In addition, unmarried women who are not heads of household
also have exact age detail. Only in those cases (14.1 percent of all
18-39 year-old women in the 1975 data base) where a woman is both un-
married and a head of household has age detail been suppressed.
For this segment of the population it is necessary to estimate the
exact age distribution from the five-year age distribution. The method
selected for this is an interpolation routine using Sprague multipliers.
This method fits a curve through a set of five successive five-year age
groups in order to generate an interpolated distribution of exact ages.
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The multipliers that are used to fit the curve and the exact procedure
are given in Shyrock et al. (1976:542-544, 555).
Through matrix multiplication these coefficients are applied to
the five-year age distribution (for ages 15-19 through 40-44) of each
detailed status combination. This procedure thus breaks down the matrix
of behavioral statuses for each five-year age group into a separate
matrix for each single year of age within the original group. The ac-
curacy of this method depends upon the ability of the fitted curve to
reflect sharp changes across successive age groups. This is not a prob-
lem for ages 20 through 44 as changes between successive age groups from
20-24 through 40-44 are fairly gradual. However, between ages 15-19 and
20-24 very sharp status changes occur, and given the added problem that
the 15-19 age group is the end point in the chain of age groups used for
the interpolation, the single-year estimates between 15 and 19 are rel-
atively unreliable. Fortunately, the mis-estimates are concentrated
below age 18 (outside the age range to be analyzed) and, in fact, only
about 7.3 percent of the women in the 18-19 age group are unmarried
household heads. Hence relatively few cases are subject to potential
mis-estimation of exact ages.
Once the age dimension of the matrix of behavioral statuses has
been estimated in single-year detail, pairs of ages are combined into the
desired two-year cohort groupings. Then this estimated cohort data is
meshed with the pre-existing cohort data for wives and other nonheads
in order to yield the complete matrix of behavioral statuses for each
two-year cohort from 18-19 to 38-39.
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Converting the 1975 Household Sample to a Total Population Sample
A second shortcoming of the 1975 data base is that it is recorded
from a household sample and excludes from coverage persons living in
institutions or group quarters. It is possible to adjust the 1975 data
to represent the 1975 total population by using the known 1970 relation-
ship between household and total population.
Table A-1 shows the percentage of the total population recorded by
the 1970 Census as living in households. By definition all of those
who are married with spouse present live in households. Virtually all
females who are widowed, separated or divorced also live in households,
while household living is somewhat less common among males. The lowest
percentage of household residency is found among never-married men and
women, particularly among those aged 18-24. At this age, 82.3 percent of
women and 76.5 percent of men are living in households. The younger and
older age groups have much higher household residency rates, and as a
consequence, the major problem in converting from a household to total
population estimate focuses on estimating the adjustments needed by exact
ages within the 18-24 age span. Unfortunately, published census data do
not provide more detailed age breakdowns than those given in Table A-l.
One of the empirical advantages of focusing on the female population
is that the necessary adjustments between household and total population
are more moderate than for males. Table A-2, Part B gives the estimated
adjustment multipliers for converting the household sample into a total
population estimate for each two-year age group. These multipliers are
simply the inverse of the estimated proportions of the total population
that are living in households (given in Part A of Table A-2). These
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proportions were estimated by physically fitting a curve for each marital
status through the different-sized age groups reported in Table A-1.
Estimation of household residency proportions for two-year age
groups is fairly clear cut with the exception of estimates in the 18-19
through 24-25 age groups. The key assumption that is employed for these
estimates is that age 18 marks an abrupt change from the 14-17 age group
to the 18-24 age group. The behavioral basis for assuming such a sharp
drop in household residency is that age 18 signifies completion of high
school and enrollment in college for many young persons. These changes
likely are accompanied by sudden decreases in household residency. I
have assumed that household residency dips sharply and remains low in
ages 18-19 and 20-21, followed by large increases by age 22-23 and further
increases by age 24-25.
These estimates were developed for exact ages first before combin-
ing them into two-year age groups. As such, the estimates for exact
ages 18 through 24 are constrained to average out to the .823 household
residency proportion for all females in the 18-24 age group. The major
obstacles to defining a curve representing the specific ages within this
age span are uncertainty about the extent to which household residency
drops off at ages 18-19 and about the prolongation of this sag through
ages 20-21 and 22-23. The relative magnitudes of the 18-19 and 20-21
estimates are most in doubt. In contrast, the 22-23 estimate is fairly
reliable, and the estimates for all other age groups and marital statuses
are also reasonably secure. For these other estimates the major source
of potential inaccuracy concerns the extent to which the 1970 relation-
ship might have shifted by 1975.
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Table A-i: PERCENT OF POPULATION IN HOUSEHOLDS, AS
REPORTED BY THE 1970 CENSUS, BY AGE, SEX,
AND MARITAL STATUS
AGE
14-17 18-24 25-34 35-44 45-64
Females
Married, Spouse Present 100 100 100 100 100
Never-Married 99.12 82.28 94.35 91.97 90.77
Widowed 98.94 98.36 99.09 99.16 98.37
Divorced and Other 71.07 97.46 98.31 97.90 96.14
Males
Married, Spouse Present 100 100 100 100 100
Never-Married 98.22 76.50 91.07 90.40 88.70
Widowed 99.01 92.05 94.09 95.09 92.35
Divorced and Other 93.59 62.79 83.00 86.74 89.41
Table A-2
A. ESTIMATED 1970 RATIO OF HOUSEHOLD TO TOTAL FEMALE POPULATION, BY MARITAL STATUS AND TWO-YEAR
AGE GROUPS
AGE
18-19 20-21 22-23 24-25 26-27 28-29 30-31 32-33 34-35 36-37 38-39
Married, Spouse
Present 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Never-Married .770 .765 .875 .925 .940 .950 .950 .945 .940 .930 .920
Divorced, Widowed
and Other .930 .965 .975 .980 .980 .985 .985 .980 .980 .980 .980
B. ADJUSTMENT MULTIPLIERS FOR CONVERTING HOUSEHOLD SAMPLES TO TOTAL POPULATION ESTIMATES (INVERSE
OF RATIOS IN PART A)
AGE
18-19 20-21 22-23 24-25 26-27 28-29 30-31 32-33 34-35 36-37 38-39
Married, Spouse
Present 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Never-Married 1.299 1.307 1.143 1.082 1.069 1.053 1.053 1.058 1.064 1.075 1.087
Divorced, Widowed
and Other 1.075 1.036 1.026 1.020 1.020 1.015 1.015 1.020 1.020 1.020 1.020
0)
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To generate the total population estimate, the adjustment factors
given in Table A-2, Part B are multiplied by the marital status/age
marginals for the household population. The difference between the re-
sultant total and household populations in each two-year age group and
marital status is then allocated to particular cells within the matrix
of behavioral statuses. By definition, the "extra" population living
outside of households are not heads of households and so they are as-
signed that housing status. In addition, it is assumed that none of the
females living outside households have children living with them, and
so they are assigned to the childless parental status. With regard to
the income and labor force statuses, there is little basis for assigning
individuals to different categories, and so the extra population has
been randomly assigned to categories along these dimensions of the be-
havioral matrix. As a consequence, the income and labor force dimensions
are properly analyzed only for married persons because this is the only
group in the 1975 data base for which true values, or even reasonably
accurate estimates, are known.
Reliability of the Data Base Manipulations
Three different data transformations and adjustments have been de-
scribed in this Appendix. It would be helpful to present a summary
evaluation of the degree of confidence that is warranted for the result-
ing data estimates pertaining to different segments of the population.
In general, the family nucleus transformation has little impact on
the accuracy of the original data. While certain assumptions are re-
quired, particularly for rare household configurations, these assumptions
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are the most reasonable choices available and identical procedures have
been applied to the three different data bases. Moreover, the family
nucleus data files have withstood the scrutiny of several different
investigators who have employed the data in numerous analyses.
More careful evaluation must be given the special adjustment pro-
cedures applied to the data for the present research purposes. Rather
than recount the potential weaknesses of each step in the adjustment
procedures, this evaluation can be made both more brief and more relevant
by focusing on the potential magnitudes of errors in the data estimates
for different population segments.
The married population has been completely unaffected by the data
adjustments applied to the 1975 data base. The exact age detail of wives
has not been suppressed in the survey data tapes and all married couples
are in the household population. Hence the statistical analyses con-
ducted for married couples in Chapter 7 are not subject to contamination
through error introduced by the adjustment procedures.
In contrast, the least secure data estimates pertain to never-
married persons under age 22. The numbers of these persons in the 1975
household survey have been adjusted upwards by some 30 percent, and we
have had to make some strong assumptions about the magnitude of this
adjustment. Given that there is likely to be weaker than average cover-
age of this population segment in the original household survey, as well
as in the decennial census, extreme caution is required when analyzing
this age group.
The other population segment that has been substantially adjusted
consists of non-married women who are heads of households. The Sprague
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interpolation method for converting age data for these women to single
years of age is likely to have produced considerable mis-estimates for
persons under age 20 or 22. Fortunately, relatively few women are sub-
ject to this biased adjustment and, moreover, these errors are concen-
trated in the same age range where caution is already required.
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Appendix B
MARGINAL DISTRIBUTIONS BY AGE OF LIFE COURSE
STATUSES FOR SELECTED COHORTS
The constructed cohort method has been applied to the census data
described in Appendix A to generate detailed family and housing careers
for cohorts between ages 18-19 and 38-39 during the 1960-1976 period.
As discussed in Chapter 6, these careers have five dimensions in addition
to age: marital status (never-married, currently-married, or previously-
married), parental status (no children present, children under age 6
only, or oldest child over age 6), income (under $5,000, $5-9,999, $10-
14,999, or $15,000 or greater, in 1969 dollars), employment status (not
working, working) and housing consumption status (non-household head,
head not owning a single-family home, or single-family homeowner). Given
the number of categories for each life course dimension, the full career
for each cohort is described by a detailed matrix of 216 status combina-
tions at each age.
Such a great amount of information cannot be reproduced here. In-
stead, the following tables report the marginal distribution of each life
course dimension by age. These distributions are given for the six co-
horts that are the subject of the analyses in Chapter 6: Cl (born 1951-
52), C3 (born 1947-48), CS (born 1943-44), C8 (born 1937-38), Cll (born
1931-32), and C14 (born 1925-26).
Table B-1: MARITAL STATUS DISTRIBUTIONS BY AGE
AGE
Marital
Cohort Status 18-19 20-21 22-23 24-25 26-27 28-29 30-31 32-33 34-35 36-37 38-39
Cl Never-Married 71.66 51.22 34.95 23.89 ------ ---
Currently-Married 22.77 41.06 56.40 64.29 --- --- --- --- --- ---
Previously-Married 5.57 7.74 8.64 11.81 --- --- --- ---
C3 Never-Married 69.46 43.85 26.59 19.42 13.80 11.08 --- --- --- --- ---
Currently-Married 24.95 47.50 63.48 69.60 73.36 74.66 --- ---
Previously-Married 5.67 8.70 9.88 11.01 12.83 14.27 --- ---
C5 Never-Married 67.26 41.31 25.51 16.88 11.61 9.99 8.65 6.24 --- ---
Currently-Married 27.13 50.21 64.91 72.98 77.73 77.74 77.78 80.59 --- --- ---
Previously-Married 5.76 8.53 9.57 10.20 10.63 12.25 13.57 13.18 --- ---
C8 Never-Married --- --- 23.90 15.97 11.46 9.58 7.94 6.73 5,75 6.07 5.15
Currently-Married --- --- 67.05 75.12 79.10 80.04 80.37 81.30 80.51 79.78 79.78
Previously-Married --- --- 9.11 8.98 9.44 10.39 11.68 11.93 13.71 14.14 15.08
Cll Never-Married --- --- --- --- --- 9.77 8.10 6.95 6.18 5.77 5.27
Currently-Married --- --- --- --- --- 81.18 82.13 82.63 82.28 82.18 81.34
Previously-Married --- --- --- --- --- 9.11 9.83 10.50 11.52 11.98 13.33
C14 Never-Married --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 6.79 6.12 5.66
Currently-Married --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 83.29 83.20 82.38
Previously-Married --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 9.82 10.58 11.88
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Table B-2: PARENTAL STATUS DISTRIBUTIONS BY AGE
AGE
Parental
Cohort Status 18-19 20-21 22-23 24-25 26-27 28-29 30-31 32-33 34-35 36-37 38-39
Cl No Children 85.81 72.79 61.04 50.37 --- --- --- --- --- ---
Young Children 13.78 26.09 34.51 35.24 --- --- ---
Older Children 0.41 1.15 4.43 14.39 --- --- --- --- --- ---
C3 No Children 84.42 66.84 52.95 42.33 33.45 27.80 --- ---
Young Children 15.17 31.71 41.99 41.13 34.47 26.71 --- --- --- ---
Older Children 0.49 1.50 5.01 16.58 32.07 45.50 --- --- ---
C5 No Children 83.03 63.15 49.15 36.83 26.70 22.79 19.16 15.35 --- ---
Young Children 16.56 35.40 45.65 45.56 36.34 25.24 16.38 11.20 --- --- ---
Older Children 0.56 1.51 5.19 17.67 36.93 51.95 64.55 73.45 --- --- ---
C8 No Children --- --- 43.46 32.38 24.95 20.70 17.09 14.28 13.47 13.26 13.81
Young Children --- --- 51.15 50.02 38.37 25.95 15.20 8.43 5.38 2.93 2.12
Older Children --- --- 5.45 17.67 36.68 53.36 67.71 77.25 81.12 83.79 84.07
Cll No Children --- --- --- --- --- 21.33 18.27 16.35 14.97 14.76 14.95
Young Children --- --- --- --- --- 28.10 17.92 11.02 6.57 4.16 2.65
Older Children --- --- --- --- --- 50.63 63.86 72.70 78.39 81.01 82.34
C14 No Children --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 17.85 17.67 18.36
Young Children --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 8.41 5.62 3.81
Older Children --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 73.64 76.61 77.76
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Table B-3: INCOME DISTRIBUTIONS BY AGE (1970-76 OBSERVATIONS
OMITTED)
AGE
Income
Cohort Level 18-19 20-21 22-23 24-25 26-27 28-29 30-31 32-33 34-35 36-37 38-39
C3 <5000 66.11 61.68 38.38 --- --- --- 
--- --- 
--- ---
5-9,999 12.13 29.62 40.09 --- --- --- --- --- 
--- -- ~
10-14,999 1.61 7.49 17.22 --- --- --- --- --- --- 
---
15,000 Plus 0.23 1.26 4.26 --- --- --- --- --- 
--- ~~~
C5 <5000 87.09 64.90 43.82 29.44 21.25 --- --- --- --- 
--- ---
5-9,999 11.64 28.73 40.10 42.83 39.82 --- --- --- --- --- ---
10-14.999 1.24 5.58 13.08 21.00 27.67 --- --- --- - ---
15,000 Plus 0.18 0.84 2.99 6.78 11.23 --- --- --- 
--- ---
C8 <5000 --- --- 51.98 38.37 30.14 25.57 22.17 18.78
5-9,999 --- --- 40.12 46.15 45.53 41.84 38.19 34.42 ---
10-14,999 --- --- 6.88 12.58 18.24 23.06 26.44 30.44 --- --- ---
15,000 Plus --- --- 1.08 2.98 6.10 9.53 13.19 16.32 --- --- ---
Cl <5000 --- --- --- --- --- 33.77 28.56 24.58 -23.02 20.71 18.54
5-9,999 --- --- --- --- --- 48.57 46.32 43.11 37.99 33.96 30.37
10-14,999 --- --- --- --- --- 13.86 18.33 22.36 24.88 27.45 29.53
15,000 Plus --- --- --- --- --- 3.86 6.85 10.02 14.03 17.81 21.50
C14 <5000 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 29.06 26.47 24.73
5-9,999 --- --- --- --- --- 46.31 42.74 38.82
10-14,999 --- --- --- --- --- --- 17.72 20.66 23.04
15,000 Plus --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 6.81 10.03 13.33
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Table B-4: EMPLOYMENT STATUS DISTRIBUTIONS BY AGE (1970-76
OBSERVATIONS OMITTED)
AGE
Employment
Cohort Status 18-19 20-21 22-23 24-25 26-27 28-29 30-31 32-33 34-35 36-37 38-39
C3 Not Employed 64.89 45.57 40.84 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
Employed 35.18 54.57 59.11 --- --- --- --- ---
C5 Not Employed 66.96 49.86 46.95 49.37 52.29 --- --- --- --- --- ---
Employed 33.19 50.19 53.05 50.69 47.68 --- --- --- ---
C8 Not Employed --- --- 56.11 58.88 61.18 61.32 59.40 57.90
Employed --- --- 43.95 41.19 38.83 38.68 40.59 42.06 --- --- ---
Cll Not Employed --- --- --- --- --- 68.68 66.93 65.00 61.31 57.84 53.85
Employed --- --- --- --- --- 31.38 33.13 35.07 38.62 42.10 46.09
Cl4 Not Employed --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 68.39 64.45 60.58
Employed --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 31.51 35.44 39.35
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Table B-5: HOUSING CONSUMPTION DISTRIBUTIONS BY AGE
AGE
Housing
Cohort Consumption 18-19 20-21 22-23 24-25 26-27 28-29 30-31 32-33 34-35 36-37 38-39
Cl Non-Household Head 76.04 52.36 32.40 19.89 --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
Other Household Head 21.66 40.54 51.26 52.92 --- --- --- --- --- ---
Single-Family Owner 2.30 7.12 16.33 27.19 --- --- --- --- --- ---
C3 Non-Household Head 75.58 48.48 28.21 18.67 12.34 9.78 --- --- --- --- ---
Other Household Head 21.83 43.50 55.35 53.76 48.37 42.39 --- --- ---
Single-Family Owner 2.66 8.07 16.39 27.60 39.28 47.84 --- ---
C5 Non-Household Head 75.13 48.25 29.61 18.72 11.99 9.88 6.97 5.60 --- --- ---
Other Household Head 22.00 42.73 52.64 53.17 48.35 42.74 36.50 33.27 --- --- ---
Single-Family Owner 3.02 9.06 17.74 28.17 39.63 47.36 56.53 61.13 --- ---
C8 Non-Household Head --- --- 31.72 20.71 14.51 11.77 9.15 7.31 6.04 5.68 4.84
Other Household Head --- --- 48.58 50.12 46.54 42.18 37.96 35.35 31.30 29.20 26.23
Single-Family Owner --- --- 19.76 29.24 38.95 46.06 52.88 57.30 62.63 65.11 68.93
Cll Non-Household Head --- --- --- --- --- 14.53 11.47 9.23 7.77 6.85 6.01
Other Household Head --- --- --- --- --- 41.06 37.49 34.89 33.07 30.87 28.91
Single-Family Owner --- --- --- --- --- 44.47 51.10 55.96 59.09 62.21 65.02
C14 Non-Household Head --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 9.83 8.50 7.63
Other Household Head --- --- --- --- --- --- -- - 33.90 32.03 30.74
Single-Family Owner --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 56.17 59.37 61.56
L&J
-J
0
371
REFERENCES
Abu-Lughod, Janet and.-Mary Mix Foley (1960) "Consumer Differences," in
Housing Choices and Housing Constraints, Nelson N. Foote et al. eds.,
New York: McGraw Hill.
American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations
(1975) "Survey of AFL-CIO Members Housing: 1975," report prepared by
the AFL-CIO Department of Urban Affairs, Washington, D.C.
Alonso, William (1980) "The Population Factor and Urban Structure," pp.
32-51 in The Prospective City, Arthur P. Solomon ed., Cambridge,
Mass.: MIT Press.
Baer, William C. (1976) "The Evolution of Housing Indicators and Housing
Standards," Public Policy 24: 361-393.
Bane, Mary Jo (1978) "Family Policy in the United States: Toward a De-
scription and Evaluation," Working Paper No. 52, MIT-Harvard Joint
Center for Urban Studies, Cambridge, Mass.
Berry, Brian J.L. (1976) "Ghetto Expansion and Single-Family Housing
Prices: Chicago, 1968-1972," Journal of Urban Economics 3: 397-423.
Bielby, William T. (1979) "Evaluating Measures of Neighborhood Quality
in the Annual Housing Survey," Annual Housing Survey Study No. 2,
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Washington, D.C.
Birch, David, et al. (1973) America's Housing Needs: 1970 to 1980,
Cambridge, Mass.: MIT-Harvard Joint Center for Urban Studies.
Bishop, Yvonne, Stephen F. Fienberg, and Paul W. Holland (1975) Discrete
Multivariate Analysis, Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.
Black, J. Thomas (1975) "Private-Market Housing Renovation in Central
Cities," Urban Land 34: 6-10.
Budding, David W. (1978) "Draft Report on Housing Deprivation Among
Enrollees in the Housing Allowance Demand Experiment," Cambridge,
Mass.: Abt Associates.
Campbell, Angus, Philip E. Converse, and William L. Rodgers. (1976). The
Quality of American Life: Perceptions, Evaluations, and Satisfactions,
New York: Russell Sage Foundation.
Campbell, Arthur A. (1978)- "Baby Boom to Birth Dearth and Beyond,"
Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science 435:
40-60.
372
Campbell, Burnham 0. (1966) Population Change and Building Cycles,
Bureau of Economic and Business Research, University of Illinois,
Urbana.
Cantril, Hadley (1965) The Pattern of Human Concerns , New Brunswick, N.J.:
Rutgers University Press.
Cantril, Albert H. and Charles W. Roll, Jr. (1971) Hopes and Fears of
the American People, New York: Universe Books.
Carliner, Geoffrey (1974) "Determinants of Home Ownership," Land Eco-
nomics 50: 109-119.
---------- (1975) "Determinants of Household Headship," Journal of
Marriage and the Family 37: 28-38.
Clay, Phillip L. (1979) Neighborhood Renewal, Lexington, Mass.: Lex-
ington Books.
Davis, James A. (1974) "Hierarchical Models for Significance Tests in
Multivariate Contingency Tables," pp. 189-231 in Sociological Method-
ology 1975, Herbert L. Costner ed., San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Dillman, Don A., Kenneth R. Tremblay, and Joye J. Dillman (1979) "Influ-
ence of Housing Norms and Personal Characteristics on Stated Housing
Preferences," Housing and Society 6: 2-19.
Douglas Commission (1969) Building the American City, Report of the
National Commission on Urban Problems, U.S. Government Printing
Office: Washington, D.C.
Downs, Anthony (1973) Opening Up the Suburbs, New Haven: Yale University
Press.
---------- (1977) "The Impact of Housing-Policies on Family Life in the
United States since World War II," Daedalus, pp. 163-180.
Duncan, Otis Dudley (1975) "Does Money Buy Satisfaction?" Social Indic-
ators Research v. 2 pp. 267-74.
Easterlin, Richard A. (1961) "The American Baby Boom in Historical Per-
spective," American Economic Review 51: 896-911.
---------- (1968) Populationr Labor Force, and Long Swings in Economic
Growth: The American Experience, New York: Columbia University Press.
---------- (1973) "Relative Economic Status and- the American Fertility
Swing," pp. 170-223 in Family Economic Behavior, Eleanor B. Sheldon
ed., Philadelphia: J.B. Lippincott.
373
---------- , Michael L. Wachter, and Susan M. Wachter (1978) "Demographic
Influences on Economic Stability: The United States Experience,"
Population and Development Review 4: 1-22.
Elder, Glen H. (1974) Children of the Great Depression, Chicago: Univer-
sity of Chicago Press.
---------- (1975a) "Age Differentiation and the Life Course," pp. 165-
190 in Annual Review of Sociology v. 1, Palo Alto, Calif.: Annual
Reviews.
---------- (1975b) "Adolescence in the Life Cycle: An Introduction" pp.
1-22 in Adolescence in the Life Cycle: Psychological Change and Social
Context, Sigmund E. Dragastin and Glen H. Elder eds., New York: New
York University Press.
Federal Home Loan Bank Board (1975) "Analysis of Housing Needs," pp. 41-
57 in Estimates of Housing Needs 1975-1980, U.S. Senate Committee on
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government
Printing Office.
Feins, Judith D. and Charles S. White, Jr. (1977) The Ratio of Shelter
Expenditures to Income, Cambridge, Mass.: Abt Associates.
Fienberg, Stephen E. and William M. Mason (1978) "Identification and Es-
timation of Age-Period-Cohort Models in the Analysis of Discrete
Archival Data," pp. 1-67 in Sociological Methodology 1979, Karl F.
Schuessler ed., San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Fischer, Claude (1976) The Urban Experience, New York: Harcourt Brace
Jovanovich.
Follain, James R., Jr., Jane Katz, and Raymond J. Struyk (1978) "Pro-
grammatic Options to Encourage Homeownership," Occasional Papers in
Housing and Community Affairs 2: 1-133.
Follain, James B., Jr. and Raymond J. Struyk (1979) "Is the American
Dream Really Threatened?" Real Estate Review 8: 65-70.
Frieden, Bernard J. (1977) "The New Housing-Cost Problem," The Public
Interest 49: 70-86.
---------- , Arthur P. Solomon, David L. Birch, and John Pitkin (1977)
The Nation's Housing: 1975 to 1985, Cambridge, Mass.: MIT-Harvard
Joint Center for Urban Studies.
---------- and Adrian Ruth Walter (1980) "What Have We Learned From the
Housing Allowance Experiment?" Working Paper No. 62, MIT-Harvard Joint
Center for Urban Studies, Cambridge, Mass.
374
Gillman, Leonard and Allen J. Rose (1976) APL: An Interactive Approach,
New York: John Wiley and Sons.
Glazer, Nathan (1967) "The Effects of Poor Housing," Journal of Marriage
and the Family 29: 140-145.
Glick, Paul C. (1947) "The Family Cycle," American Journal of Sociology
12: 164-174.
---------- and Robert Parke, Jr. (1965) "New Approaches to Studying the
Life Cycle of the Family," Demography 2:187-202.
---------- (1977) "Updating the Life Cycle of the Family," Journal of
Marriage and the Family 39: 5-13.
Goedert, Jeanne E. and John L. Goodman, Jr. (1977) Indicators of the
Quality of U.S. Housing, Washington, D.C.: Urban Institute.
Goering, John M. (1979) "Housing in America: The Characteristics and Uses
of the Annual Housing Survey," Annual Housing Survey Study No. 6,
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Washington, D.C.
Goetze, Rolf and Kent W. Colton (1980) "The Dynamics of Neighborhoods:
A Fresh Approach to Understanding Housing and Neighborhood Change,"
Journal of the American Planning Association 46: 184-194.
Goldstein, Gerald S. (1973) "Household Behavior in the Housing Market:
The Decision to Move and the Decision to Buy or Rent Housing.," pp.
101-116 in Models of Residential Location and Relocation in the City,
Eric G. Moore ed., Studies in Geography No. 20, Department of Geography,
Northwestern University, Evanston, Ill.
Goodman, John (1978) "Causes and Indicators of Housing Quality," Social
Indicators Research 5: 195-210.
Goodman, Leo A. (1965) "On the Multivariate Analysis of Three Dichotomous
Variables," American Journal of Sociology 71: 290-30.1.
---------- (1970) "The Multivariate Analysis of Qualitative Data: Inter-
actions Among Multiple Classifications," Journal of the American Statis-
tical Association, 65: 226-256.
---------- (1971) "The Analysis of Multidimensional Contingency Tables:
Stepwise Procedures and Direct Estimation Methods for Building Models
for Multiple Classifications," Technometrics 13: 33-61.
---------- (1972) "A Modified Multiple Regression Approach to the Analysis
of Dichotomous Variables," American Sociological Review 37: 28-46.
Gottlieb, Manuel (1976) Long Swings in Urban Development, New York:
National Bureau of Economic Research.
375
Grebler, Leo, David Blank, and Louis Winnick (1956) Residential Capital
Formation, New York: Columbia University Press.
Grebler, Leo and Frank G. Mittelbach (1979) The Inflation of House
Prices: Its Extent, Causes, and Consequences, Lexington, Mass.: Lex-
ington Books.
Grigsby, William G. and Louis Rosenberg (1975) Urban Housing Policy,
Center for Urban Policy Research--Rutgers University, New York: APS
Publications.
Grossman, Marc, Ernest Krikiewicz, and Philip Chamberlain (1976) A Com-
parative Assessment of Contemporary Procedures to Determine Housing
Need, Springfield, Va.: N.T.I.S.
Harter, Carl L. (1977) "The 'Good Times' Cohort of the 1930s," PRB
Reports v. 3, no. 3, pp. 1-4.
Hill, Robert B. (1980) "Black Families in the 70's," pp. 29-58 in The
State of Black America: 1980, New York: National Urban League, Inc.
Hirsch, Fred (1978) Social Limits to Growth, Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press.
Hogan, Dennis P. (1978) "The Variable Order of Events in the Life Course,"
American Sociological Review 43: 573-586.
Holleb, Doris B. (1978) "A Decent Home and Suitable Living Environment,"
Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science 435:
102-116.
Hoover, President Herbert (1932) "Address of President Hoover," pp. 1-5
in Publications of the President's Conference on Home Building and
Home Ownership, v. 11, Washington, D.C.: National Capitol Press.
Jaffe, Dwight M. and Kenneth T. Rosen (1979) "Mortgage Credit Availabil-
ity and Residential Construction," Brookings Papers on Economic
Activity 2: 333-386.
Kain, John F. and John M. Quigley (1972) "Housing Market Discrimination,
Homeownership, and Savings Behavior," American Economic Review 62:
263-277.
Katona, George, Burkhard Strumpel, and E. Zahn (1971) Aspirations and
Affluence: Comparative Studies in the United States and Western
Europe, New York: McGraw-Hill.
Kobrin, Frances E. (1973) "Household Headship and its Changes in the
United States, 1940-60, 1970," Journal of the American Statistical
Association 68: 793-800.
376
---------- (1976) "The Fall in Household Size and the Rise of the Pri-
mary Individual in the United States," Demography 13: 127-138.
Kreps, Juanita and Robert Clark (1975) Sex, Age, and Work, Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins Press.
Lansing, John B. (1966) Residential Location and Urban Mobility: The
Second Wave of Interviews, Ann Arbor, Mich.: Survey Research Center
of the University of Michigan.
---------- and Leslie Kish (1957) "Family Life Cycle as an Independent
Variable," American Sociological Review 22: 512-519.
Laska, Shirley Bradway and Daphne Spain (1980) Back to the City: Issues
in Neighborhood Renovation, New York: Pergamon Press.
Leigh, Wilhelmina A. (1980) "Changing Trends in Housing," pp. 149-197 in
The State of Black America: 1980, New York, National Urban League, Inc.
Levitan, Sar A. et al. (1973) Still a Dream: A Study of Black Progress,
Washington, D.C.: Center for Manpower Studies of George Washington
University.
Li, Mingche (1977a) "A Logit Model of Homeownership," Econometrica 45:
1081-1097.
---------- (1977b) "A Dynamic Analysis of Residential Mobility and Tenure
Choice," dissertation, Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass.
Long, Larry H. (1972) "The Influence of Number and Ages of Children on
Residential Mobility," Demography 9: 371-382.
---------- (1980) "Back to the Countryside and Back to the City in the
Same Decade," pp. 61-76 in Back to the City, Shirley Laska and Daphne
Spain eds., New York: Pergamon.
Marcin, Thomas C. (1974) "The Effects of Declining Population Growth on
the Demand for Housing," U.S. Department of Agriculture (Forest Ser-
vice), General Technical Report NC-1, Washington, D.C.: Government
Printing Office.
Masnick, George, Barbara Wiget, John Pitkin, and Dowell Myers (1978) "A
Life Course Perspective on the Downturn in U.S. Fertility," Working
Paper 106, Harvard Center for Population Studies, Cambridge, Mass.
Masnick, George S. (1980) "The Continuity of Birth Expectation Data with
Historical Trends in Cohort Parity Distributions," forthcoming in
Predicting Fertility: Demographic Studies of Birth Expectations, Gerry
Hendershot and Paul Placek eds., Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books.
377
---------- and Mary Jo Bane (1980) The Nation's Families: 1960-1990,
Cambridge, Mass.: Joint Center for Urban Studies.
Mason, Karen Oppenheim, William M. Mason, H.H. Winsborough, and W. Kenneth
Poole (1973) "Some Methdological Issues in Cohort Analysis of Archival
Data," American Sociological Review 38: 242-258.
Merrill, Sally (1977) "Draft Report on Hedonic Indices as a Measure of
Housing Quality," Cambridge, Mass.: Abt Associates.
Miller, Ann R. (1978) "Changing Work Life Patterns: A-Twenty-Five Year
Review," Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social
Science 435: 83-101.
Modell, John, Frank F. Furstenberg, Jr., and Theodore Hershberg (1976)
"Social Change and Transitions to Adulthood in Historical Perspective,"
Journal of Family History 1: 7-32.
Montgomery, Roger and Dale Rogers Marshall (1979) "Introduction" to
special issue on housing, Policy Studies Journal 8: 204-210.
Morris, Earl W. and Mary Winter (1978) Housing, Family, and Society, New
York: John Wiley and Sons.
Mott, Frank L. and David Shapiro (1978) "Work and Motherhood: The Dynamics
of Labor Force Participation Surrounding the First Birth," pp. 65-111
in Years for Decision: A Longitudinal Study of the Educational and
Labor Market Experience of Young Women, v. IV, Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Department of Labor.
Myers, Dowell (1978) "Aging of Population and Housing: A New Perspective
on Planning for More Balanced Metropolitan Growth." Growth and
Change, v. 9 pp. 8-13.
---------- (1980) "Housing Progress in the Seventies: New Indicators,"
Social Indicators Research, forthcoming.
National Center for Health Statistics (1976) Fertility Tables for Birth
Cohorts by Color: United States, 1917-73, National Center for Health
Statistics, U.S. Government Printing Office: Washington, D.C.
Noto, Nonna A. (1979) "Tax and Financial Policies for the Housing Market
of the 1980s," Policy Studies Journal 8: 211-220.
Oppenheimer, Valerie Kincade (1976) "The Easterlin Hypothesis: Another
Aspect of the Echo to Consider," Population and Development Review
2: 433-457.
Page, William F. (1977) "Interpretation of Goodman's Log-Linear Effects:
An Odds Ratio Approach," Sociological Methods and Research 5: 419-435.
378
Palmore, Erdman (1978) "When Can Age, Period, and Cohort Be Separated?"
Social Forces 57: 282-295.
Pitkin, John and George Masnick .(1979) "Analysis and Projection of Hous-
ing Consumption by Birth Cohorts: 1960-2000," report to the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development under contract No. H-2842
RG, MIT-Harvard Joint Center for Urban Studies, Cambridge, Mass.
---------- (1980) "Projections of Housing Consumption in the U.S. 1980
to 2000, by a Cohort Method," Annual Housing Survey Study forthcoming,
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Washington, D.C.
Platt, John (1973) "Social Traps," American Psychologist pp. 641-651.
Quigley, John M. and Daniel H. Weinberg (1977) "Intra-Urban Residential
Mobility: A Review and Synthesis," International Regional Science
Review 2: 41-66.
Rainwater, Lee (1974) What Money Buys: Inequality and the Social Meaning
of Income, New York: Basic Books.
Rein, Martin (1976) Social Science and Public Policy, New York: Penguin
Books.
---------- and Lee Rainwater (1977) "Patterns of Welfare Use," Working
Paper No. 47, MIT-Harvard Joint Center for Urban Studies, Cambridge,
Mass.
Riley, Matilda White, Marilyn Johnson, and Anne Foner (1972) Aging
and Society: A Sociology of Age Stratification v. 3, New York: Russell
Sage Foundation.
Riley, Matilda White (1976) "Age Strata in Social Systems," pp. 189-217
in Handbook of Aging and the Social Sciences, eds. Robert H. Binstock
and Ethel Shanas, New York: Van Nostrand Reinhold Co.
Roistacher, Elizabeth A. and Janet Spratlin Young (1979) "Two-Earner
Families in the Housing Market," Policy Studies Journal 8: 227-240.
Rosen, Kenneth T. (1979) Seasonal Cycles in the Housing Market, Cambridge,
Mass.: MIT Press.
Rossi, Peter H. (1955) Why Families Move, Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press.
Ruggles, Nancy and Richard Ruggles (1977) "The Anatomy of Earnings Be-
havior," in The Distribution of Economic Well-Being, F. Thomas Juster
ed., Cambridge, Mass.: Ballinger.
Ryder, Norman B. (1965) "The Cohort as a Concept in the Study of Social
Change," American Sociological Review 30: 843-861.
379
---------- (1972). "Notes on the.Concept of a Population," pp. 91-111
in Aging and Society v. 3, Matilda Riley et al. eds., New York:
Russell Sage Foundation.
Sanders, Alvin (1975) "Expected Demographic/Geographic Shifts in Eastern
Massachusetts," internal memorandum, Office of State Planning, Boston,
Mass.
Schecter, Henry B. (1975) "Estimate of Housing Needs 1975-80 and National
Housing Goals," pp. 87-125 in Estimates of Housing Needs 1975-1980,
U.S. Senate Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs, Washing-
ton, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office.
Schelling, Thomas C. (1978) Micromotives and Macrobehavior, New York:
W.W. Norton and Company.
Shyrock, Henry S., Jacob S. Siegel, Edward G. Stockwell et al. (1976)
The Methods and Materials of Demography, New York: Academic Press.
Speare, Alden, Jr. (1970) "Home Ownership, Life Cycle Stage, and Resi-
dential Mobility." Demography 7: 449-458.
Sternlieb, George and James W. Hughes (1979) "The Post-Shelter Society,"
Public Interest 51: 39-47.
Strumpel, Burkhard (1973) "Economic Life-Styles, Values, and Subjective
Behavior--An Empirical Approach," pp. 69-125 in Family Economic
Behavior, Eleanor B. Sheldon ed., Philadelphia: J.B. Lippincott.
Struyk, Raymond J. (1977) "Should Government Encourage Homeownership?"
Washington, D.C.: Urban Institute.
Sweet, James A. (1979) "Changes in the Allocation of Time of Young Women
Among Schooling, Marriage, Work and Childrearing: 1960-1976," Working
Paper 79-115, Center for Demography and Ecology, University of Wis-
consin, Madison.
Taeuber, Karl E. and James A. Sweet (1976) "Family and Work: The Social
Life Cycle of Women," pp. 31-60 in Women in the American Economy,
ed. Juanita M. Kreps, New York: Prentice-Hall.
Thernstrom, Stephen (1973) The Other Bostonians: Poverty and Progress
in the American Metropolis, 1880-1970, Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press.
Thygerson, Kenneth J. (1978) "Statement of Kenneth J. Thygerson," pp. 297-
311 in Hearings on S. 2855: To Reaffirm and Restate the National
Housing Goal, U.S. Senate, Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban
Affairs, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office.
380
Uhlenberg, Peter (1974) "Cohort Variations in Family Life Cycle Exper-
iences of U.S. Females,",Journal of Marriage and the Family 36: 284-
292.
U.S. Bureau of the Census_(1943) Census of Population and Housing,
Families: General Characteristics, Table 12, Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office.
---------- (1962) 1960 Census of Housing, "Metropolitan Housing," Vol.
2:1, U.S. States and Divisions, Tables A-1, 2, and 3, Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office.
---------- (1966) Current Population Reports, P-25, No. 352, Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office.
---------- (1967) Measuring the Quality of Housing: An Appraisal of the
Census Statistics and Methods, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government
Printing Office.
(1972) 1970 Census of Housing "Space Utilization of the Inven-
tory," HC(7)-3, Table A-5, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
Office.
---------- (1975a-1979a) Current Housing Reports, H-150-73A-77A, Part A,
"General Housing Characteristics," Table A-1, Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office.
---------- (1975b) Historical Statistics of the United States, Part 1,
Series A 143-157, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office.
---------- (1977b) Current Housing Reports, H-150-75F, Part F, "Finan-
cial Characteristics of Indicators of Housing and Neighborhood
Quality," Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office.
---------- (1977c) Current Population Reports, P-20, No. 311, Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office.
---------- (1977d) Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1975,
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office.
---------- (1977e) Current Population Reports, P-20, No. 305, Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office.
---------- (1978b) Current Population Reports, P-25, No. 721, Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office.
---------- (1979b) Current Housing Reports, H-150-77D, Part D, "Housing
Characteristics of Recent Movers," Table A-1, Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Government Printing Office.
381
---------- (1979c) Current Housing Reports, H-150-77C, Part C, "Financial
Characteristics of the Housing Inventory," Table A-1, Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Government Printing Office.
U.S. Congressional Budget Office (1977} Homeownership: The-Changing
Relationship of Costs and Incomes, and Possible Federal Roles, Wash-
ington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office.
U.S. Department of Commerce (1977) Social Indicators 1976, Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office.
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (1974) Housing in the
Seventies, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office.
---------- (1975) "Estimated United. States Housing Needs to 1980," pp.
1-40, in Estimates of Housing Needs 1975-1980, U.S. Senate, Committee
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Gov-
ernment Printing Office.
---------- (1979) The 1978 HUD Survey of the Quality of Community Life,
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office.
U.S. President (1970) Second Annual Report on National Housing Goals,
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office.
---------- (1979) Tenth Annual Report on National Housing Goals, Washing-
ton, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office.
U.S. President's Committee on Urban Housing (1968) A Decent Home, Wash-
ington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office.
Waring, Joan M. (1975) "Social Replenishment and Social Change: The
Problem of Disordered Cohort Flow," American Behavioral Scientist
19: 237-256.
Webster (1975) Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary, Springfield, Mass.:
G. and C. Merriam Co.
Weicher, John C. (1977) "The Affordability of New Homes," Journal of the
American Real Estate and Urban Economics Association 5: 209-226.
---------- (1978) "New Home Affordability- Equity and Housing Market
Behavior," Journal of the American Real Estate and Urban Economics
Association 6: 395-416.
Wilbur, Ray Lyman (1932) "Address of Dr. Ray Lyman Wilbur [Secretary of
the Interior and Joint Chairman of the Conference] ," pp. .6-16 in
Publications of the President's Conference of Home Building and Home
Ownership, v. 11, Washington, D.C.: National Capitol Press.
382
Winnick, Louis (1957) American Housing and Its Use, New York: John Wiley
and Sons.
Winsborough, Halliman H. (1978) "Statistical Histories of the Life Cycle
of Birth Cohorts: The Transition from Schoolboy to Adult Male," pp.
231-260 in Social Demography, eds. Karl E. Taeuber, Larry L. Bumpass,
and James A. Sweet, New York: Academic Press.
